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Editorial: Five-Year
Assessment
Jeffrey S. Lamp, Editor
It seems as if in the academic world, at least in the United States, though
I assume it holds in some way elsewhere, there are buzzwords that arise
to label the current emphasis in the field of education. I have my own
suspicions as to why and from whom these buzzwords arise, but I resist
the temptation to engage in conspiracy theories at this point. It seems to
me, as a lowly faculty member in an American private Spirit-empowered
Christian university, the buzzword of the day is “assessment.” Everyone
seems intent on assessing things that, apparently, were not previously
assessed, or at least were assessed inadequately. What I find amusing
about this state of affairs is that those now determining that assessment
has been inadequate and offering solutions were educated when we were
blissfully unaware of the inadequacies of our own educations.
Nevertheless, with the publication of last fall’s issue of Spiritus, we
drew to a close the fifth year of publication since we rebooted the journal in
2017. And we drew that period to a close with a themed issue on Spiritempowered counseling that in turn became the first issue of a new journal
venture, Salubritas: International Journal of Spirit-empowered
Counseling. It seems an appropriate time to assess the progress and impact
of the journal as we enter our sixth year of the reboot with the present issue.
One way to measure impact is through numerical assessment. As
2021 drew to a close, editorial staff examined some of the statistical data
regarding the download activity of the journal. This search revealed that
over 50,000 downloads had occurred in the period 2017–2021, reaching
180 countries and approximately 450 educational institutions around
the world. All continents—including Antarctica!—downloaded articles
from Spiritus. In keeping with our vision, we wanted to include authors
both from within and outside of Oral Roberts University, and our search
showed that approximately 58% of our contributors were connected with
ORU at the time of publication, including both faculty and students.
These data suggest that Spiritus is, at this stage, achieving several of the
objectives framed for it.
One specific objective we established was to publish at least one
piece per issue that dealt in a scholarly way with the life and work of Oral
Roberts. This focus turned out to be a fortuitous decision. In the first five
1

years of this reboot, four of the top five downloaded articles were pieces
that examined this influential figure in the Spirit-empowered world. One
special themed issue, published in the fall of 2018 (vol. 3, no. 2), was
dedicated to studies on Roberts in celebration of the fiftieth anniversary
of Oral Roberts University. However, our two most recent themed issues,
covering Spirit-empowered leadership (fall 2020, vol. 5, no. 2) and
Spirit-empowered counseling (fall 2021, vol. 6, no. 2), did not have a
study specifically addressing Roberts. While this may be understandable
with the counseling issue, given that this was not a particularly
significant emphasis in Roberts’s ministry, it was surprising that no
study emerged to provide a substantial analysis of his leadership style.
Moreover, as a perusal of the table of contents of this issue reveals, no
article addressing Roberts appears. Surely this cannot mean that we have
said all there needs to be said about this man. There is clearly interest in
Oral Roberts, as our download history reveals. So consider this an
invitation for authors to perform substantial research and critical
analysis on Oral Roberts for publication in Spiritus. We can all but
guarantee that such an article will garner significant interest.
The offerings in this issue cover a broad range of topics. New Testament
scholar Edward Watson provides a study of John’s Gospel that examines the
faith responses of two characters in the Gospel: the royal official who
approaches Jesus to heal his son (4:46–54) and the disciple Thomas. Watson
contrasts the response of the royal official, who exhibits faith based solely on
Jesus’ word that his son would be healed, with Thomas, who is frequently
portrayed as demanding physical proof in order to believe. Watson contends
that John, in his character portrayals throughout the Gospel, is providing
various models of faith responses for future readers who will be faced with
responding to Jesus in their own walks of discipleship.
Following this biblical study, three articles address connections
between Spirit-empowered movements and the historic Christian
churches. Chris Green, in a creative approach to the problem of evil,
critiques the position of many in Spirit-empowered churches, inherited
from Augustine via John Welsey, in which God allowed the free choice of
human beings to resist God in order to bring about good via suffering
and evil that would otherwise not be realized. Noting that this view often
brings about disastrous consequences, Green offers an alternative
understanding, “one that holds that evil is truly nonsensical and so
inexplicable; that no one is to blame for its advent, although all are
responsible to resist it; that God had no purpose in allowing evil or the
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suffering it unleashes, but always only works to undo it and to heal those
who have been broken by it; and that we are welcomed by our share in
the Spirit into Christ’s long resistance to evil and the Father’s final
victory over it.” Following this piece, Ryan Lytton examines the
Pentecostal practice of glossolalia in light of the apophatic theology of
(Pseudo-) Dionysius and Gregory of Nazianzus to demonstrate that
glossolalia, in its uttering of mysteries to God, is an expression of
spirituality that is consonant with apophatic theology that differs from
the emphasis on silence in classical expressions of apophatic spirituality.
Seth Whitaker addresses the common critique in Spirit-empowered
churches that liturgical forms of worship are “dead” by looking at
examples of prayer and liturgy from Eastern Orthodox, Roman Catholic,
and Anglican sources to demonstrate the central role of the Holy Spirit in
those expressions of worship. He argues that the purpose of Spiritempowerment in worship is to facilitate unity and mission, two
emphases held in common with Pentecostal traditions.
The issue closes with two studies that examine more pastoral
concerns in Spirit-empowered communities. Volker Krüger looks at the
leadership structure of the New Apostolic Renewal (NAR) movement,
with its focus on the re-establishment of the office of the apostle and its
employment of the five-fold ministry model, by examining it in light of
organizational theory as understood in the business world. Krüger
utilizes this interdisciplinary approach to assess the application of the
NAR’s polity in actual practice. Finally, Michael Blythe provides a
historical analysis of the emphasis on humility in the Azusa Street
Revival, arguing that humility was a crucial aspect in the experience of
the power of the Spirit in this critical juncture in Pentecostal history. He
argues that a re-emphasis on humility and self-surrender is necessary to
combat the disillusionment felt by many over triumphalist tendencies of
Spirit-empowered movements in the twenty-first century.
The studies presented here represent the breadth of interests we
envisioned exploring as we relaunched Spiritus five years ago. As we look
to the future, we are confident that heretofore unexplored aspects of the
Spirit-empowered life will receive examination from a broad spectrum of
authors and perspectives from around the world. We have already
identified the special themes for our fall issues for the next three years,
beginning with the theme of Spirit-empowered missions this fall. It has
been a fruitful first five years; here’s to the next five!
Jeffrey S. Lamp (jlamp@oru.edu) is Senior Professor of New Testament and
Instructor of Environmental Science at Oral Roberts University, Tulsa, Oklahoma,
USA.
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Abstract
John pens his Gospel in such a way that, like his included
characters who encounter Jesus, his readers are being
confronted with the person of Jesus and the totality of his
revelation. Also like the characters, John’s readers must
make decisions regarding the divine truth being revealed
through the gospel as they read the text and experience
Jesus for themselves. This study examines the two
characters of the royal official and Thomas in the Gospel of
John, examining how each character responds to the
testimony of Jesus and how their differing faith-responses
provide instruction for modern discipleship.

Introduction
In a recent monograph, The Making of a Disciple, Martin M. Culy and I
examined how the Fourth Gospel records interactions between Jesus
and various characters he encounters, providing them with revelation
about his identity, mission, and message.1 As these dialogue partners
are confronted by “the Living Word,” they must make decisions
regarding the divine truth being revealed to them. These characters and
their diverse faith-responses create a learning opportunity for John’s
audience as they are presented with identifiable traits and readers are
invited to deduce that what is true for the character in the story is also
true for the reader. 2 This enables John to provide instruction to his
audience on what appropriate faith and discipleship looks like as people
encounter Jesus and respond to him. As the Johannine characters
5

struggle to understand what is being revealed by Jesus, some are able to
move successfully into a deeper faith by recognizing his identity,
receiving the revelation he offers, and growing in characteristics of
discipleship.
John pens the interactions between Jesus and the diverse characters
throughout his gospel as a way to reveal Jesus’ identity. Each character
functions “to draw out various aspects of Jesus’ character by supplying
personalities and situations with which he can interact, and to illustrate a
spectrum of alternative responses to him.” 3 As John’s readers identify
with his characters, they are invited to evaluate both their strengths and
weaknesses and use their identification with these features to foster
positive growth in their own lives as they determine which attributes
should be imitated and which should be rejected.
The following short study builds upon our larger analysis by
examining the two specific characters of the royal official and Thomas
and their responses to Jesus in the gospel of John to understand what
the writer wants to communicate regarding authentic faith and effective
discipleship. Thomas is a very interesting character in John’s Gospel
whose name appears seven times in four different episodes within the
narrative (11:16; 14:5; 20:24–28; 21:2). The response of Thomas at the
end of the Gospel can be clearly contrasted with the response of the royal
official whom Jesus encounters after he returns from his successful
ministry in Samaria at the end of John 4. Moreover, the responses of
both of these characters to Jesus have implications for the future church
(i.e., those who would later come to faith based on the testimony about
the resurrected Christ). We will begin with the account of the royal
official before moving on to Thomas and the implications for the future
Spirit-empowered community.

The Royal Official
After the story of Jesus’ successful ministry in Samaria, involving both
the woman he met at the well and her village (4:1–42), John provides his
readers with a short interlude that sets up the episode of Jesus’
encounter with a royal official. In this interlude, Jesus travels from
Samaria where he was well-received because of the woman’s testimony
about him and because of his own word rather than the need for
miraculous signs (4:39–42). When Jesus enters Galilee (4:43), John
mentions that the people there welcomed him because they had “seen all
that he had done in Jerusalem at the festival” (4:45; emphasis added).4
The reference to seeing what Jesus had done in Jerusalem must refer
6 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

either to the temple cleansing event, or more likely, to other signs Jesus
had performed there that are not mentioned in John’s Gospel (cf. 2:23).
John will later write that his Gospel does not detail every sign that Jesus
performed (20:30; 21:25). Yet, the allusion here to welcoming Jesus
because of signs he has done continues a major Johannine motif where
“sign-seeking-faith” is considered lacking compared to faith based on
testimony. This theme will also come into play in the later postresurrection scene with Thomas found below.
After the interlude, John writes that Jesus “came again to Cana in
Galilee where he had changed the water into wine” (4:46). Here, Jesus
finds a royal official from Capernaum,5 who after also hearing about the
signs that Jesus had performed, traveled all the way to Cana to implore
Jesus to come down and heal his son who was at the point of death
(4:47).6 At this point in the narrative, Jesus issues a sharp reproof:
“unless you [plural] see signs and wonders you [plural] will not believe”
(4:48).7 This perplexing rebuke, which is given in the plural form,
indicates that the statement is meant not merely for the royal official but
for a wider audience. Jesus’ words are likely aimed at the entire Galilean
crowd who had gathered expecting him to perform signs but who failed
to trust in him. Jesus is rebuking them for their inadequate faith that
requires miraculous signs while missing what Jesus was actually
revealing about himself through his signs (4:44–45).8
After Jesus’ reproof, the official’s attitude changes from a purely
resolute interest in Jesus’ willingness to accompany him and heal his son
to an authentic belief in Jesus’ words as Jesus tells him to return home
and his son will live. John states that “the man believed the word that
Jesus spoke” and started on his way home (4:50). Thus, the royal official,
like the Samaritans before him, believed based on Jesus’ word (4:41). 9
As the man travels back to Capernaum, his servants meet him and
confirm that his son has indeed been healed (4:51). They determine that
the son’s fever broke at the very hour that Jesus had pronounced his
healing (4:52). Consequently, the father’s faith in Jesus’ word is
validated, and as a result, his entire household comes to believe in Jesus
(4:53).
In the episode with the royal official, John reveals to his readers a
man who finds genuine faith based on his trust in Jesus’ word alone. He
may have approached Jesus out of curiosity like the other Galileans who
had heard about the signs Jesus was performing (4:45). Yet, after his
encounter with Jesus, the man moves away from a faith that is reliant
merely upon seeing signs to an authentic and genuine faith based on the
life-giving witness of Jesus. The man trusts Jesus’ word and obeys his
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command. Then, upon hearing the confirmation about his son’s healing,
the royal official then becomes a witness to the One who had healed his
son, and like the previous story of the Samaritan village, his whole
household comes to faith as a result of his witness about Jesus (4:53).10

The Character of Thomas
The character of Thomas is best known for his refusal to believe that
Jesus has been raised from the dead without physical proof of the
resurrection. Thus, the phrase “doubting Thomas” has been coined to
refer to a person who refuses to believe something until they are shown
proof. Some scholars have recently questioned whether Thomas actually
doubted Jesus’ resurrection or whether he simply wanted the same
consideration afforded the other disciples on Easter Sunday.11
Nevertheless, the fact remains that his requirement for physical proof,
although ultimately offered by Jesus, is admonished as a lesser type of
belief than the belief based on testimony that Jesus deemed as more
“blessed” (20:29).12 Yet, before we deal with this famous encounter and
the climactic confession that follows, we need to examine the other
occurrences where the character of Thomas is highlighted in the Fourth
Gospel.
The first episode where Thomas appears in the Gospel is found in
the Lazarus narrative. 13 Here, Jesus is told that Lazarus has fallen ill
(11:3), and after waiting two days, Jesus tells his disciples that they will
be returning to Judea so that he can minister to his friend (11:7). Their
returning to Judea concerns the disciples since “the Jews” had just tried
to kill Jesus there, so they begin to warn him that trouble surely awaits
their return to that area (11:8).
The disciples then misunderstand Jesus’ comment when he tells
them that Lazarus has fallen asleep (11:11), thinking that he means that
Lazarus was literally asleep and thus will recover from his illness (11:12).
This misunderstanding necessitates Jesus’ clarification that Lazarus had
indeed died (11:14) and that he intends to go awaken him (11:11, 15). Yet,
Thomas continues to misread the situation as he naively proclaims: “Let
us also go, that we may die with him [Jesus]” (11:16). Thomas’s words
reveal his belief that the Jews would likely kill them all if they return to
Judea. In characteristic Johannine irony, Jesus’ proclamation to the
disciples that “Lazarus will live” is countered by Thomas’s proclamation
that “we will all die.” As with other encounters in John’s Gospel, Thomas
hears Jesus’ words from an earthly perspective, misunderstanding their
spiritual significance (11:15). While Thomas can be commended for his
8 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

readiness to die with Jesus, in reality, John’s readers will find later that it
is only Jesus who will die, and Thomas, along with most of the other
disciples, will abandon Jesus after his arrest (cf. 16:31–32).14
In the second occurrence where Thomas is found in the Gospel, he
continues to misunderstand Jesus’ words to the disciples. Here, in the
farewell discourse before his imminent departure, Jesus is encouraging
his disciples that he will go and prepare a place for them in his Father’s
house (14:1–4). After telling his disciples that they “know the way” to the
place where he is going, Thomas proclaims, “Lord, we do not know
where you are going. How can we know the way?” (14:5). The plural “we”
suggests either that Thomas is speaking not only for himself but also on
behalf of the other disciples, indicating that they are all confused by
Jesus’ words, or that he is hiding his own individual confusion behind
the disguise of the entire group. 15 Yet, since John repeatedly depicts the
disciples as constantly misunderstanding Jesus, it is likely here that
Thomas is simply verbalizing the confusion of the whole group.
Two interesting things stand out about the character of Thomas as
shown in his two appearances so far in the Gospel. First, he continually
misunderstands the words of Jesus (although this trait is also consistent
in the other disciples as well), and second, Thomas portrays a willing
desire to follow Jesus, either in his death (11:16) or in the way to the
Father (14:5). Additionally, Thomas’s articulation of his confusion over
Jesus’ proclamation about the way to the Father prompts Jesus’ final and
most significant “I am” statement in John’s Gospel: “I am the way, and
the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me”
(14:6). Thus, out of Thomas’s misunderstanding arises one of Jesus’
most profound Christological revelations in the whole of the Gospel.
Thomas’s third and most noteworthy appearance is located in the
incident following the story of Jesus’ resurrection in John 20:24–29.
Prior to Jesus’ personal encounter with Thomas, the risen Lord had
appeared to Mary Magdalene (20:11–18) and then to the disciples
themselves (20:19–23). Yet, for some unrecorded reason, Thomas was
not present when Jesus appeared to the other disciples. As Mary had
earlier testified to the disciples of her individual experience with the
risen Jesus (20:18), so now the other disciples testify to Thomas of their
encounter with the risen Lord (20:25a). Yet, in spite of the disciples’
eyewitness account of the resurrection, Thomas proclaims his need for
physical proof: “Unless I see the mark of the nails in his hands, and put
my finger in the mark of the nails and my hand in his side, I will not
believe” (20:25b). 16
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There are both comparisons and contrasts between the other
disciples’ encounter with Jesus and Thomas’s later encounter.
Similarities include the following: the house where the two encounters
take place is the same, both times the doors were shut and locked, both
times the disciples were present in the house (with the exception of the
absence of Thomas on the first occasion), both times Jesus comes and
stands among them, both times Jesus shows them his hands and his
side, and both times Jesus speaks the words “Peace be with you.” Yet,
despite the comparisons between the accounts, there are several
important contrasts as well. On the first visitation with the disciples,
Jesus does three things that are not repeated in the Thomas episode: he
commissions the disciples for mission (20:21), he gifts them with the
Holy Spirit (20:22), and he invests them with authority (20:23).17
When Jesus appears to the disciples, including Thomas, again eight
days later, he does not follow this same protocol of commission, gifting,
and investing. Instead, he commands Thomas, “Put your finger here and
see my hands. Reach out your hand and put it in my side” (20:27). Jesus’
imperative to Thomas differs from the previous visitation where Jesus
simply showed them his hands and his side (20:20), and instead follows
Thomas’s own self-stated prerequisite for belief in the resurrection,
namely touching the physical scars in Jesus’ resurrected body (20:25).
Jesus then delivers a reprimand to Thomas: “Do not doubt but believe”
(20:28c).
Jesus’ post-resurrection epiphany elicits from Thomas the greatest
Christological confession found in the Gospel of John: “My Lord and my
God!” (20:28). Thomas’s words not only speak to the Lordship of Jesus,
but also to his divinity, echoing the prologue, where John writes, “the
Word was with God, and the Word was God” (1:1; emphasis added). So,
the Gospel ends how it begins, with the revelation that Jesus is divinely
God.18
After Thomas’s climatic confession, which should be read as his
profession of faith, Jesus makes one last proclamation, issuing the only
beatitude in John’s Gospel: “Have you believed because you have seen
me? Blessed are those who have not seen and yet have come to believe”
(20:29). It is noteworthy that we have no record of Jesus commending
Thomas for his move away from skepticism to faith, nor does John
record that Jesus issues upon Thomas the same elements that were
previously given to the other disciples, although these were likely later
provided.19 Instead, Jesus utters what can be understood as another
gentle reprimand for Thomas’s demand for a tangible sign before he
would believe, 20 followed by a future blessing pronounced upon those
10 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

who, unlike Thomas, would come to their faith based solely upon
testimony like that which Thomas had previously rejected (20:25).
Interestingly, Jesus’ blessing in this passage is declared upon future
disciples (i.e., John’s readers) who would be called to believe on the basis
of the apostles’ testimony to the risen Jesus rather than upon personal
sight or physical signs. 21 As such, Jesus’ future disciples (as a group),
along with the royal official, can be seen as an additional character in our
study to be set in contrast with the character of Thomas. These future
disciples to whom Jesus refers would be unlike the disciples found in
John’s post-resurrection narrative who experienced firsthand the risen
Jesus and the signs he performed (i.e., Mary Magdalene, the other
disciples, and Thomas). Jesus’ beatitude in the presence of Thomas
where he elevates believing without seeing over believing on the basis of
seeing also prepares John’s readers for the statement that follows where
John declares the purpose for which his Gospel was written: “Now Jesus
did many other signs in the presence of his disciples, which are not
written in this book. But these are written so that you may come to
believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God, and that through
believing you may have life in his name” (20:30–31; emphasis added).
With his concluding statement,22 John indicates that his gospel provides
the very testimony to his readers (the future church) that Jesus had
commissioned the apostles to provide (20:21, 29), which brings us to our
next section regarding the future church and how the Fourth Gospel
bears witness to it.

The Future Church
The character of Thomas represents the challenge awaiting the disciples
after Jesus commissioned them to be sent forth into the world (20:21).
Moreover, Thomas is the first person who was asked to believe based
solely on apostolic testimony without seeing the physically risen Lord.
The other disciples saw the resurrected Jesus and rejoiced, but Thomas
was asked to believe without seeing, and he came up short. The future
church would also be asked to believe based on the testimony provided
by the apostles, rather than on the physical presence of Jesus. So,
Thomas then becomes a representative of those to whom the newly
commissioned and Spirit-filled disciples are called to witness.
Jesus, in his High Priestly Prayer, had already prayed for the future
church who would later be asked to rely on apostolic witness to come to
faith. Jesus’ prayer in John 17 can be divided into three sections: Jesus
prays for himself (17:1–8), Jesus prays for his disciples (17:9–19), and
Hearing and Believing | 11

then Jesus prays for the future church (17:20–26). In this last section of
the prayer, Jesus states: “I ask not only on behalf of these [the disciples],
but also on behalf of those who will believe in me through their
word . . .” (17:20; emphasis added). Not only is it amazing that just prior
to his death on the cross that Jesus prays for the future church, but he
also establishes that the transmission of faith that builds the future
church will be based on the witness of the apostolic testimony to Jesus.
Thus, when John issues his purpose statement in 20:30–31, he is
offering the entirety of his Gospel as a reliable and trustworthy witness
penned to bring about a saving faith in Jesus, the Messiah (cf. 19:35;
21:24–25). In the same way that the disciples experienced the risen Lord
after his resurrection, so the future church is called upon to experience
the same risen Lord through the witness of the Fourth Gospel. 23
The basis for this apostolic eyewitness testimony is also found in the
First Epistle of John. 24 In 1 John 1:1–5, the apostle details both the
origin and the content of the eyewitness revelation of Jesus that is found
in his gospel:
We 25 declare to you what was from the beginning, what we have
heard, what we have seen with our eyes, what we have looked at
and touched with our hands, 26 concerning the word of life—this
life was revealed, 27 and we have seen it and testify to it, and
declare to you the eternal life that was with the Father and
revealed to us—we declare to you what we have seen and heard
so that you also may have fellowship with us; and truly our
fellowship is with the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ. This
is the message we have heard from him and proclaim to you, that
God is light and in him there is no darkness at all. 28

Thus, the Fourth Gospel contains Jesus’ revelation that he gave to
his disciples and that was later written about in the epistle. It is this same
apostolic witness that John is providing to the churches to which he is
writing. This witness is about the Light that has come into the darkness
(John 1:5; 8:12; 1 John 1:5), and it is provided so that readers will believe
and have life in the name of Jesus (John 20:31; 1 John 5:11–13). This is
the challenge that the Gospel of John issues to its readers and this
remains the challenge of post-resurrection discipleship: “Blessed are
those who have not seen and yet have come to believe” (20:29).
So, in what ways do the characters of Thomas and the royal official
represent or provide a challenge for the future church? First, the
character of Thomas can be compared to Mary Magdalene and to the
other disciples, who in the post-resurrection narrative are provided
physical and tangible proof of Jesus’ resurrection. Although Thomas was
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asked to believe without seeing, he was later graciously provided the
proof that his faith required. Yet, Thomas can be contrasted first with the
Samaritan city who listened to the testimony of the woman and believed
based on her testimony (4:39). He can also be contrasted with the royal
official, who believed the word spoken by Jesus without seeing his son’s
tangible healing (4:50). He can also be contrasted with the Beloved
Disciple who, without seeing the risen Jesus, believed (20:8). Finally,
Thomas can be contrasted with future disciples of Jesus who are asked to
come to a life-giving faith based on the testimony of those who have
witnessed the risen Christ (17:20; 20:31). Today, the modern church is
still built upon the foundation of the eyewitness testimony of the apostles
who experienced the risen Christ, who saw the signs that he performed,
who were invested with power, and who were sent out to proclaim the
gospel message.

Practical Applications for Modern Discipleship
There are several practical applications that can be drawn from our study
of the royal official and Thomas and their responses to Jesus in John’s
Gospel that relate to modern-day Spirit-empowered ministry and
discipleship. First, it is important to recognize that the Spirit-empowered
community acknowledges and celebrates that Jesus was and is still a
worker of miracles. This is an undeniable fact. Yet, it is important to note
that Jesus, in his earthly ministry, challenged people not to be dependent
upon miracles as the footing for their faith development and spiritual
growth. One often repeated theme emphasized in the Gospel of John is
the insufficiency of a “sight-based faith” to sustain thriving discipleship.
We see throughout the Gospel and particularly in the story of the royal
official that Jesus encourages seekers to move beyond an infatuation
with miracles upon which to center one’s belief and to an authentic belief
in him. We see this both in his reprimand directed at the crowd (4:48)
and in his challenge to the royal official to take him at his word (4:50).
The royal official had approached Jesus after hearing about Jesus’
ability to perform miracles. Yet, when Jesus challenged him to move
beyond a sight-based faith, the man responded by trusting in Jesus’ word
alone. “The man believed the word that Jesus spoke to him and started
on his way” (4:50). The royal official did not question Jesus’ declaration.
He simply accepted what Jesus said as true and acted accordingly.
So, although the royal official may represent a person who initially
comes to Jesus on the basis of signs, he becomes one who is able to
advance toward a more mature faith that is less dependent on sight and
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more dependent on the miraculous life-giving words of Jesus.29 It is
noteworthy that it was after the royal official believed Jesus’ word that he
saw his miracle. His faith was thus “confirmed by a sign, not based upon a
sign.”30 Yet, as the character of Thomas reveals, this kind of faith is often
a difficult thing to achieve: “If I do not put my fingers in the nail holes, I
will not believe.” Those whose “faith” rests on miracles, rather than on the
Word of God, can easily fall away when they do not experience the miracle
that they require in life. John’s challenge to his readers is to grow beyond
an insistence on signs to prove God’s goodness and he encourages them to
walk in a faith that takes God at his word whether or not they experience a
miracle. When signs are granted, the miraculous should lead seekers
beyond a faith that is based merely on sight and toward the miraculous
God behind the signs, for the greater miracle is the one that supernaturally
changes hearts and transforms lives.
Second, knowing that God is working in our lives, even if we do not
see it, is an important aspect of daily growth as a believer. Without such
trust, it is very easy for people who have had an experience with God in
the past to fall away since they do not continually experience a spiritual
manifestation often enough. It is a “what have you done for me lately”
mentality that reveals a lack of maturity. Too many churches teach their
congregants to require that God operate in their lives in a certain way
that causes them to miss what God is really doing in their lives. We can
refuse to “see” God in our midst while we look for God. The character of
Thomas may represent those who have trouble believing that God is
actively engaged in their daily lives: they can see and not see at the same
time. One could even say that “the character of Thomas may represent
the ‘unbelief of believers.’”31 Disciples can be disciples and at times still
have immature and unbelieving hearts. Mature believers need to help
younger believers realize that God is with them even if they do not
always “see” him.
Third, as previously mentioned, the character of Thomas represents
the challenge of post-resurrection discipleship. The future church was
asked to “see” without “seeing” (i.e., to experience Christ in and through
the inspired written Gospel), instead of face to face. Yet, this is not to say
that the apostolic testimony negates the future church from experiencing
the risen Jesus for themselves. Indeed, Thomas was granted the
experience of having a physical encounter with the risen Jesus, which
transformed him from doubt to faith, and as a result, he ultimately
confessed the Lordship and divinity of Christ. And although John’s
readers are asked to “see” the risen Jesus through the inspired witness of
the written gospel, Jesus promised that his presence would continue
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with his disciples through the Holy Spirit whom he would send to them
(14:16–23). By receiving the testimony of the gospel and by experiencing
the indwelling presence of the risen Christ in our lives through the
person of the Spirit, modern disciples continue to develop in their faith,
grow in their discipleship, and by their lives, confess the Lordship and
divinity of Christ.

Summary
As the Johannine characters show a diversity of faith-responses to the
revelation that Jesus offers, so the gospel message elicits a broad
spectrum of diverse responses today. Ultimately, John’s sense of dualism
allows only two possible reactions when confronted by the revelation of
Jesus: belief or unbelief. But, even for those who have put their faith in
Jesus, John’s characters reveal differing levels of success as they
individually progress in their discipleship. These diverse paradigms offer
modern disciples challenges as well as hope as they also traverse their
own journeys of faith and discipleship.
Each type of character depicted in the Gospel can also be found in
the modern church. Consequently, contemporary readers likely will find
that they can identify with the Johannine characters’ positive or negative
faith-responses, as they too struggle to understand Jesus’ revelatory
words. Moreover, modern readers may also find that they identify with
both the successes and the failures of discipleship found in the
characters at different times in their own journeys. As Bennema rightly
notes:
Since characters resemble people, the array of Johannine
characters and their responses to Jesus correspond to people and
their choices in real life in any generation and culture. The
Johannine author thus seeks to challenge the Gospel’s readers,
past and present, about where they stand in relation to Jesus. So,
even today, the reader of John’s Gospel, like the characters in the
story, will encounter Jesus—and must respond. 32

Like the characters he presents, John expects his readers to decide
how they will react to the message of Jesus and whether they will
ultimately turn to him in faith and receive the life that he offers and
become his disciples, or reject the revelation he brings and perish. Yet,
the intricacies of the Johannine characters, along with their relative
success and relatable struggles, offer modern disciples hope that even
when they fail to believe and respond adequately, the Good Shepherd
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awaits them with his loving and forgiving arms to embrace them
and set them afresh again on their individual journeys toward
discipleship.
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Abstract
How did evil come to be? Who is to blame for it? Why did
God allow it to happen? Familiar answers, and the
traditional doctrines that they represent, can and often have
been understood—and perhaps more often
misunderstood—to bad, even disastrous effects. So, after a
brief sketch of the traditional Augustinian doctrine of evil as
received through John Wesley’s teaching, which in one form
or another shaped the deep structures of American
Pentecostal theology and spirituality, I propose an
alternative, one that holds that evil is truly nonsensical and
so inexplicable; that no one is to blame for its advent,
although all are responsible to resist it; that God had no
purpose in allowing evil or the suffering it unleashes, but
always only works to undo it and to heal those who have
been broken by it; and that we are welcomed by our share in
the Spirit into Christ’s long resistance to evil and the
Father’s final victory over it.

Introduction
“A tradition is an act of forgiveness.” Charles Mathewes
“It is sheer nonsense to speak of the Christian religion as offering a
solution of the problem of evil.” Donald MacKinnon
“God does not compromise with evil; he conquers it.” David Bentley
Hart

19

How did evil come to be? Who is to blame for it? Why did God allow it to
happen? Most of us will have been taught that in the beginning Lucifer
caused evil to emerge (in heaven) by his rebellious choice, and that
Adam and Eve later caused evil to emerge (on earth) by their choice to
believe the serpent’s lies. And most of us will have been taught that God
chose to allow this to happen either because the freedom he desired for
angels and humans necessarily entails the possibility of conceiving and
choosing an alternative to the divine will, and/or because he desired to
bring about goods that would have been impossible apart from sin and
death, misfortune and injustice, destruction and tragedy. But these
familiar answers, and the traditional doctrines that they represent, can
and often have been understood—and perhaps more often
misunderstood—to bad, even disastrous effects. So, after a brief sketch of
the traditional Augustinian doctrine of evil as received through the
teaching of John Wesley, teaching that in one form or another shaped
the deep structures of American Pentecostal theology and spirituality, I
propose an alternative, one that holds that evil is truly nonsensical and
so inexplicable; that no one is to blame for its advent, although all are
responsible to resist it; that God had no purpose in allowing evil or the
suffering it unleashes, but always only works to undo it and to heal those
who have been broken by it; and that we are welcomed by the Spirit into
Christ’s long resistance to evil and the Father’s final victory over it.

Augustine and Wesley on the Origin, Consequences, and
Purposes of Evil
In terms of the doctrine of creation, traditional or “classical” Christian
theologies of evil always have affirmed that God did not, and indeed
could not, create evil. According to this tradition, evil must be regarded
as no-thing, a lack of good actualized against God’s perfect will (if not
also against God’s purposes) by the sins of angels and humans. In terms
of the doctrine of providence, these theologies of evil have affirmed that
God, without in any way doing wrong, allowed and continues to allow
evil to happen in order to bring about the greater good. And in terms of
the doctrine of salvation, these theologies have affirmed that God in the
end triumphs over the evil allowed in the beginning, destroying it
absolutely, and healing the damages done to the elect. As a rule, these
“classical” theologies also have contended that a creation that has been
redeemed from evil through the incarnation of God must be
acknowledged as superior to a creation that needs no such redemption,
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because in redeeming creation God has revealed himself more fully than
he could have done otherwise.1
During his long career, Augustine returned again and again to the
doctrine of sin and the problem of evil. And his reflections have proven
to be enormously influential, at least in what is often referred to as the
West, for Protestants as well as Catholics, and for free church as well as
so-called high church traditions. His accounts are rooted in an
unqualified affirmation of the catholic belief in the essential goodness of
God and God’s created order. But he is careful to say the creation is not
good in the same way that God is good, because creaturely goodness,
unlike God’s, is essentially contingent and changeable, and, therefore,
vulnerable. He agreed with others that creaturely goodness may be
increased or diminished—even lost (and, thanks to the Spirit, regained).
But he speculated that this is so because creation, which was called into
being from nothing, lacked ontological perfection even at first, and
lacking that perfection, proved inherently susceptible to an unfaithful
change.2 And that change, in actual fact, is precisely what took place, not
from necessity but in freedom. In the beginning, God wisely and lovingly
made all things mutable and conditional. But some angels, led by
Lucifer, “the anointed cherub,” took advantage of their nature’s perfect
imperfection, turning against or falling away from God’s will, plunging
themselves into ruin and throwing the entire created order into peril.
The angels did this, Augustine contends, for no good reason. They
freely became puffed up by their self-knowledge and carried away by their
own goodness, and so lapsed from God and fractured their relation to the
rest of creation. No explanation can be discerned for their turning away:
No one, therefore, need seek for an efficient cause of an evil will.
Since the “effect” is, in fact, a deficiency, the cause should be called
“deficient.” The fault of an evil will begins when one falls from
Supreme Being to some being which is less than absolute. Trying
to discover causes of such deficiencies—causes which, as I have
said, are not efficient but deficient—is like trying to see darkness
or hear silence (The City of God XII.7). 3

After having been cast down for their wickedness, the bad angels
were allowed by God’s providential design to serve in the human drama
as tempters and punishers. And right at the start, they showed their
power: Lucifer tempted Adam into sin through Eve in the garden, and,
through Adam’s sin, humanity as a whole suffered the desolation of total
depravity:
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After he had sinned, man was banished, and through his sin he
subjected his descendants to the punishment of sin and
damnation, for he had radically corrupted them, in himself, by
his sinning. As a consequence of all this, all those descended
from him and his wife (who had prompted him to sin and who
was condemned along with him at the same time)—all those born
through carnal lust, on whom the same penalty is visited as for
disobedience—all these entered into the inheritance of original
sin (Enchiridion VIII.26). 4

The fall of the angels was ordained by God, Augustine believes,
although it was not in any sense approved by God, because he foresaw
the good he could make from their rebellion, as well as the good uses he
could make of the evils that resulted from it. He takes pains to defend
God against the accusation that God’s use of evil makes evil good. But he
nonetheless upholds the claim that evil, as God makes use of it, does
make a better good.
In at least a few places, Augustine argues that the fallen creation is
good in the way a poem or a painting is good:
God would never have created a single angel—not even a single
man—whose future wickedness He foresaw, unless, at the same
time, He knew of the good which could come of this evil. It was
as though He meant the harmony of history, like the beauty of a
poem, to be enriched by antithetical elements (The City of God
XI.18). 5

The world, fallen as it is, remains fundamentally good. And much
that is in the world is more or less untouched by evil:
If no one had sinned, this beautiful world could have been filled
with created natures that are good. Even now, with sin in the
world, it does not follow that all things are sinful. The great
majority of those in heaven preserve the integrity of their nature;
and not even the sinfulness of a will refusing to preserve the
order of its nature can lessen the beauty of God’s total order,
designed, as it is, according to the laws of His justice. For, as the
beauty of a picture is not dimmed by the dark colors, in their
proper place, so the beauty of the universe of creatures, if one
has insight to discern it, is not marred by sins, even though sin
itself is an ugly blotch (The City of God XI.23). 6

In his letter to Optatus, the bishop of Milevis, written before City of
God and nearer the beginning of the Pelagian controversy, Augustine
praised God’s “good use of sinners”:
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[B]estowing on them many natural and temporal goods and
adapting their malice to test good people and to warn them by
comparison with sinners so that through sinners the good may
learn to thank God that they were separated from them not by
their merits, which were the same in the same lump of clay, but
by God’s mercy (Letter 190). 7

Although John Wesley was more than willing to challenge
Augustine’s authority, perhaps especially the Augustinian doctrine of
predestination and its implications for sanctification, his account of evil
remains recognizably Augustinian.8 He held, as Augustine did, that
Lucifer’s sins—first pride, then self-will—are the primal cause of evil.9
And he agreed that evil has no cause other than the angels’ faithless
decision. God did not force it on them, and their nature did not require it
of them; instead, they chose it without understanding what they were
choosing. But Wesley avers a difference between Lucifer, who tempted
himself and so fell into sin, 10 and Adam, whose temptation arose not
from within but from without. Evil seduced him through the serpent’s
guile. 11 Thus, his sin is not inexplicable, as Satan’s is. “Adam’s perfection
was different in degree if not kind from Lucifer’s, and, under the power
of external temptation, Adam turned from his perfection, and ‘by his
apostasy from God, he threw not only himself, but likewise the whole
creation, which was intimately connected with him, into disorder,
misery, death.’”12
Like Augustine, Wesley desired to protect God from accusation, to
save God’s face. And he was confident that a libertarian free will defense
accomplished that aim, obviously and irrefutably absolving God of any
blame for what went wrong with creation. “Upon this ground, I say, we
do not find it difficult to justify the ways of God with men.” 13 He agrees
that God allowed first the angels and then the first humans to sin,
knowing what these failures would mean for his creation. But he avers
that God did so because he foreknew what he would make from this
catastrophe. And this confidence in God’s providential foresight affords
believers a ground for adoration and thanksgiving: God is to be praised
not only for the good God has done but also for allowing the evils
through which a greater good has been brought about. “When we
consider [that] all the evils introduced into the creation may work
together for our good, yea, may ‘work out for us a far more exceeding and
eternal weight of glory,’ we may well praise God for permitting these
temporary evils, in order to [bring about] our eternal good.” 14
Wesley could make such an audacious claim because he stood
convinced that God often if not always blesses in and through sufferings
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and that if there had been no suffering, then much good, even the
highest good, would have found no place in creaturely existence. It is
difficult to exaggerate the importance of this conviction for Wesley.
Indeed, this conviction was, for him, “the ground for resignation to
God.”15 And so, it was the key to his theodicy, as well, leading him to
contend, at least as strongly as Augustine did, that without evil—natural,
moral, penal—there would have been no moral or natural development,
and so no perfect virtue. Without evil there simply would have been no
way for humans to become good themselves and or do good for others.
Wesley is persuaded that patience, meekness, and gentleness; mercy,
compassion, and forgiveness; faith, hope, and love—these virtues mature
only in adversity, and happiness depends on being virtuous; therefore,
happiness is only possible on the far side of the struggle against evil and
its woes. Above all, without evil there would have been no possibility of
sharing in the life of God: “The fall of Adam produced the death of
Christ.” 16 For this reason, believers can and should sing the O Felix
Culpa.17
Especially later in his life, Wesley insisted on the rightness of the
absolute libertarian freedom God gave to angels and humans, a freedom
that was self-guided and self-determined.
Man was made with an entire indifference, either to keep or
change his first estate: it was left to himself what he would do;
his own choice was to determine him in all things. The balance
did not incline to one side or the other unless by his own deed.
His Creator would not, and no creature besides himself could,
weigh down either scale. So that, in this sense, he was the sole
lord and sovereign judge of his own actions. 18

Wesley insists that human freedom is truly like God’s, and as such is
a reality God cannot undo or violate without contradicting himself. In
the end, then, in his (anti-Augustinian) account of “free will,” human
beings must decide for the light and against the darkness by following
their own lights toward the light that beckons them on. Wesley
countered the charge of Pelagianism by insisting that God’s “prevenient
grace” counteracts the effects of the Fall, so that our actions, like Adam’s,
are freed to be free in an absolute libertarian sense; thanks to the Spirit,
we are in no way necessitated or determined by anything or anyone else.
And this freedom, Wesley acknowledges, is meaningful only under the
condition of testing. 19 Therefore, God sets before us life and death, and
makes it so that the choice is ours, first and last.
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Were human liberty taken away men would be as incapable of
virtue as stones. Therefore (with reverence be it spoken) the
Almighty himself cannot do this thing. He cannot thus contradict
himself, or undo what he has done. He cannot destroy out of the
soul of man that image of himself wherein he made him. And
without doing this he cannot abolish sin and pain out of the
world. But were it to be done it would imply no wisdom at all, but
barely a stroke of omnipotence. Whereas all the manifold
wisdom of God (as well as his power and goodness) is displayed
in governing man as man; not as a stock or a stone, but as an
intelligent and free spirit, capable of choosing either good or evil.
He commands all things both in heaven and earth to assist man
in attaining the end of his being, in working out his own
salvation—so far as it can be done without compulsion, without
overruling his liberty. 20

In spite of his disagreements with the Calvinists as heirs of
Augustine’s doctrine of predestination, Wesley affirmed God’s
sovereignty as surely as they did. He agreed with them that providence
allowed evil at the first and continues to use evils (such as the Lisbon
earthquake) against the unfaithful for the instruction and inspiration of
the faithful. This comes clear, for example, in lines from one of Charles’s
earthquake hymns (Hymn V):
3 The pillars of the earth are Thine,
And Thou hast set the world thereon;
They at Thy sovereign word incline,
The center trembles at Thy frown,
The everlasting mountains bow,
And God is in the earthquake now.
4 Now, Lord, to shake our guilty land,
Thou dost in indignation rise;
We see, we see Thy lifted hand
Made bare a nation to chastise,
Whom neither plagues nor mercies move
To fear Thy wrath or court Thy love. 21

In summary, then: John, like Augustine, seeks to advocate for God
against the accusations of the impious, teaching that God wisely, justly
allowed and allows both evil and evils because of the good and goods that
he can bring about through them. But in his sermon on providence, he
offers yet another reason for evil’s continued presence: God cannot,
within the bounds given to historical existence, undo evil without also
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undoing good. “God cannot counteract himself, or oppose his own work.
Were it not for this, he would destroy all sin, with its attendant pain in a
moment.” 22 That is, for the sake of his own holiness and human
integrity, and for the sake of his and their collaborative work in
sanctification, God waits to the end of history to destroy evil and to
redress its damages. In the meantime, God mercifully works to protect
human beings—especially the most faithful Christians—from undue,
unnecessary suffering so that the greatest good might be made of the evil
they are required to suffer.

Imagining an Alternative
The Pentecostal movement (or, better, family of movements) emerged in
various places around the globe at the end of the nineteenth century and
beginning of the twentieth century. And in many if not all of those
places, Pentecostal teachings about evil and sin reflected broad
understandings (and, more often, misunderstandings) of classical
Augustinian and Wesleyan speculations, inflected by Romantic
sensibilities and premillennial concerns, that together led them to
emphasize even more emphatically the enduring conflict between good
and evil, the cosmic war playing out in history and in the human heart. 23
But these Wesleyan-Pentecostal teachings remain, at least for some,
unsatisfying and unsettling, because they insinuate a Pelagian-like
competition between divine and creaturely freedom, denigrate
humanity, vilifying the other, and effectively justifying evil. As Metz
discerns, the Augustinian tradition “makes a guilty humanity alone
responsible for this history of suffering,” and in its cruelest forms,
“arouses the impression that it is trying to reconcile itself to God and ally
itself with God behind the backs of those who suffer namelessly,
innocently.” 24 We need, then, to consider alternatives that reject the
attempt to justify God and refuse to accept that our relation to God is
either libertarian or deterministic. We need to consider alternatives that
affirm God’s goodness without qualification, avowing that God has no
use for evil but is always only ever opposed to it, so the human vocation
can be recognized as a call to stand with God against evil and evils in the
freedom Christ has made possible.
Charles Mathewes argues that Augustine’s iconic depiction of the
angelic rebellion offers a “non-discursive image” of our fallen condition,
one that does not so much afford a philosophical grasp of evil, or even
“an increased knowledge of our own badness, a heightened awareness of
guilt,” as move us toward hope in love, making it possible for us to
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appreciate why we innately resist the gone-wrong-ness of the world, and
why we find ourselves “driven inevitably towards affirming the good.”25
Mathewes accepts that the event symbolized in the image of the Fall is in
truth “wholly inexplicable,” not because the event is mysterious, but
because it is nonsensical. Evil’s origin is not a thought too high or too
deep for us; it is flatly unthinkable. In Mathewes’s words, “there is no
‘there’ there.”26 Still, as an Augustinian, Mathewes is persuaded that we
should accept our responsibility to God for what has gone wrong, not
only in our own lives but also in the cosmos. We should, he says,
understand original sin as a “self-inflicted wound.”27 He also holds that
the mystery of evil and the mystery of creation are revealed to be
mutually indicative by the mystery of Christ. 28 To be sure, Mathewes’s
articulation of the Augustinian tradition is learned and forceful,
stimulating even when it is not fully convincing. But, as Mathewes, to his
credit, admits, Ricoeur’s criticisms remain to be answered: “Augustinian
thinkers have often not fully plumbed the deep reality of evil, but have
rather wavered between an optimistic denial of its reality and a
pessimistic naturalization of its power.” 29 The same holds true for much
Pentecostal teaching, as well. And the consequences for the church’s
ministry and theology are dire.
In her 2020 Schaff Lectures, Sarah Coakley warns against asking and
seeking to answer who was to blame for the Fall. Pointing to the history of
white supremacist racism, she maintains that blaming and shaming the
other for a suffered calamity is itself an act of misaligned or misaggregated
desire.30 Following her lead, we can contend that evil itself, and not any
creature, not even Lucifer and the other fallen angels, is to blame. And on
this point, Aquinas proves helpful: evil is accidental—in the strictest sense,
uncaused (ST I.49.3).31 And there is no supreme cause for evil, no equal
opposite to God, who is the supreme good. Thus, there can be no “pure
evil”: good is essentially good, but the bad is not essential at all, only a lack,
a deficiency (ST I.49.3). 32 All to say, we should accept that the rise of evil
cannot be explained. We can only insist God did not will it and that no
creature caused it, so that we can reject the “blame game,” giving ourselves
wholeheartedly to resisting evil by aligning ourselves as tightly as we can
with God for the sake of our neighbor.
Pentecostals, on the whole, follow Wesley in affirming libertarian
free will. They hold, as Wesley did, that what obtained before the Fall by
nature obtains after the Fall by grace. But in reacting against
determinism, this model of freedom runs the risk of misconstruing the
relation of the creature to God, imagining true freedom as freedom from
God’s influence rather than freedom for, in, and by God’s inspiration
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and guidance. In truth, our relation to God is non-competitive and nonoppositional—neither deterministic nor libertarian. And more than that:
it is truly co-operational and mutual. As David Bentley Hart explains,
free will is “inherently purposive . . . oriented toward the good,” drawn
toward God as its fullness. No one can freely will evil as such; to will at
all is to will something good, and that good is always God’s, always God.
The more completely we are aligned with God’s will, therefore, the freer
we are, the more we are ourselves. 33 “Self-control” is the fruit of the
Spirit, after all (Gal 5:23)! And the spirits of the prophets are subject to
the prophets (1 Cor 14:32). How can this be? Do we not need God to “let
us be” if we hope to “be ourselves”? No, because the God who is love is
infinite fullness, gracefully transcendent in immanence and immanent in
transcendence.34 Once we grasp this truth, we can say meaningfully that
evil is not a mystery, as God is, but simply an absurdity against which
God is always mysteriously working, exposing its nothingness by healing
the damage it has done to us and to the creation entrusted to our care.
And in that realization, we can decide—freely, at last—to partner with
God in resisting evil, including the evil of assigning blame to others or
shaming ourselves.

Evil, Suffering, and the Permissive Will of God
Aquinas argues that God neither wills evil to happen nor wills for it not
to happen, but wills only to permit it (ST I.19.9). 35 And he holds that
God permits evil in this present age, but prohibits it in the age to come
(ST I.19.12). 36 But perhaps it is better to say God has no purpose for evil,
but does have a reason for allowing its possibility? In this way, we find
ourselves assured that nothing, not even our rejection of him, alters his
love for us or thwarts his purposes to lead us into full flourishing. The
freedom God creates for angels and humans includes the potential to
turn away from him, at least at the beginning of their movement from
immaturity (“in Adam”) into maturity (“in Christ”) not because that
potential is necessary, but because it is gracious. God is the one who
determines the essence of all things, so he could have created a freedom
without the potential for self-destruction. And that is precisely what he
has done in the incarnation. Assuming human nature, God fills it with
his own free will, which, unlike the will of innocent or fallen creatures, is
not deliberative and arbitrary, but absolutely at one with the truth.
True to the wisdom of the Augustinian and Wesleyan traditions,
Pentecostals have always insisted that God is not in any sense evil and
does not create evil or do evil of any kind. But many have also held, as
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Augustine and Wesley did, that God uses evils (like prolonged illnesses
or so-called “natural disasters”) to test and form character. And, of
course, Scripture itself can be read along these lines. Not for no reason,
Wesley loved Romans 5:3–5: “We also boast in our sufferings, knowing
that suffering produces endurance, and endurance produces character,
and character produces hope, and hope does not disappoint us, because
God’s love has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit that
has been given to us.” But this passage need not be taken to mean that
suffering in and of itself produces endurance. After all, everyone knows
that many people suffer terribly without being made more patient by it.
And it goes without saying that patience, like self-control, is a fruit of the
Spirit, not a product of painful experience. So, Paul can be understood to
mean that suffering, endured faithfully, is the site or occasion of the
Spirit’s patience-creating work. Suffering does not yield patience. But it
does yield to patience, which God works for the good of those who are
hurting. Wesley was right to say God is pleased for us to “own him in the
face of danger: in defiance of sorrow, sickness, pain, or death.” 37 But this
does not mean God is pleased for there to be sorrow, sickness, pain, and
death so we can prove our loyalty and devotion. Precisely the opposite, in
fact: God delights in our faithfulness because in it we discover that God
“owns” us, and defies the evil that threatens our existence. We need to
say it sharply and forcefully: God is opposed to evil always and entirely in
all of its manifestations. God cannot do evil any more than God can
create it. For that reason, it is misleading to talk about God using evil. It
is better to say that he raises up good after evil than to say that he makes
good from it. And the good that he brings about after evil does not
retroactively justify it, but condemns it, exposing it as altogether useless
and meaningless. In the crucifixion, the just one justifies the unjust. But
he does not in that way justify the crucifixion. God raised up the black
church under the darkness of slavery, but that does not justify slavery.
Instead, it exposes it as unjustifiable on any grounds whatsoever. And
the same goes for all evils. None is necessary.

The Death of Jesus and the Perfect Will of God
On the cross, Christians believe, Jesus triumphs over the powers of evil.
And he ends it in such a way that we know evil’s beginnings never could
have been God’s will. On the cross, he also creates a new beginning for
us, one we enter only through death. According to St. Irenaeus, in our
first beginning we were made innocent but not perfect, and so we were
capable of turning from the good to our hurt. But in this new beginning
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we are made perfect, made to share in the freedom God creates in the
incarnation. And that means evil has been ended so that no new
beginning is possible for it. For now, of course, as we long for that end
that is our beginning, evil remains very much a reality—in us, against us.
And so long as we imagine that God ordained the rise of evil in the
beginning and from all times desires Jesus’ crucifixion as the way to
bring about our justification, then we can never be sure that other evils
do not somehow fit into the divine masterplan. And that confusion will
paralyze us, leave us numb, both to our own suffering, and to the
suffering of others.
We talk sometimes as if the Father (or justice, regarded as a
principality to which even God must answer) demanded the death of the
Son. But what the Father willed was not the death of the Son but the
death of death—and the redemption of all who have been lost to death.
Contrary to what many have heard, then, the story of Christ’s last days
does not reveal God against God or God against us. It reveals God for us
and with us against evil. Jesus’ death is God’s will only in the sense that
God desires through it to defeat evil once for all. God, in his goodness,
wills no one’s damnation. And for that very reason, he gives himself up
to death for the sake of those who have been damned by evil.

Suffering unto God against Evil
Some might contend we need evil and suffering in order to attain the
sanctification God requires of us. But this line of thinking emerges only if
we imagine we have to work out our salvation independently from God.
In truth, however, we can work out our salvation precisely as God is
acting in and among us, bearing us toward the fulfillment of his will (Phil
2:12–13). And the God who is at work for us and on us is the creator
Spirit who creates out of nothing, and so does not need evil to make good
possible. And for the same reason, we do not need evil and suffering in
order to know or welcome the good. To confess God as sovereign is to
acknowledge that God is not one cause among many causes, not even the
most powerful or effective. It is to acknowledge that God does not cause
at all, but creates—and in this way lovingly frees, sustains, and completes
all things, without doing violence to anyone or anything. 38 God,
therefore, needs nothing to overcome evil and so does not collaborate or
compromise with evil in the short run in order to defeat it in the long
run. God does not make an ally of evil. Instead, God destroys it,
enfolding the whole creation in the movements of his own triune life,
filling all things with his own life-giving fulness.
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St. Paul, in his letter to the Romans, acknowledges that the
Christian life is a life of profound suffering. But his words should not be
taken to mean that we have to suffer evil in order to understand the good
or to be one with God. The Son “learned obedience through the things
that he suffered,” not in the sense that he had to suffer to come close to
the Father but in the sense that he had to suffer to come close to us. In
the same way, if we suffer faithfully, we come to share the place of Christ
among others who are suffering—caring for them, bringing grace to bear
in their day-to-day lives and against the grain of common sense. Hence,
God wills us to go through suffering for the same reason that he willed
suffering for himself: because that is where those most in need of mercy
and justice can be found. “Suffering leads into nothingness if it is not a
suffering unto God.” 39 And it can lead into God only if it leads to our
neighbor most in need.
Scripture does say if we suffer for doing right, we are blessed (1 Pet
3:14). And it does say that we should glory in our sufferings (Rom 5:3–
4). But this does not mean that suffering itself is in itself a blessing. And
it does not mean we are blessed because we suffered well. No, Christ
suffered “to bring you to God” (1 Pet 3:18). And what he does for us, we
do for others. God does not will for us to go through suffering. But God
does will for us to go to the suffering ones, so that their suffering in turn
can go through us. If we are present to their sufferings, then God is near,
and evil must yield to his goodness as darkness yields to light. Suffering
does not make saints. Saints make suffering into witness—witness
against the evil that causes suffering and to the God who is eternally and
absolutely opposed to evil.

The End of Evil and the End of History
In the end, God will be all in all, expelling the shadows of nothingness
with the radiant darkness of his everythingness. But if it is true that God
does not change, then even now God must be resisting evil absolutely at
every turn and on every front. It only appears otherwise to us because we
are fallen, inhabiting a reality “subjected to futility” (Rom 8:20) in
relation to a God who is not a factor in what happens with us. If
“creation” names whatever it is that God does so history can happen,
then “consummation” names whatever it is that God does so that history
can happen as God desired for it to happen. History as it has happened,
as we know it to have happened, is not what God intends, because God
intends no evil. But we cannot know now the truth of creation’s history at
its depths, and we cannot know what creation’s history will become
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when God acts upon it eschatologically. For us, events come and go, and
having come, they are gone. But in the “appearing” of the holy, holy, holy
God that brings cosmic history to its telos, God happens to those events
that have happened to us, and, as Scripture says, “eye has not seen, ear
has not heard” what that will mean. We know only that it will be for our
glory, as well as God’s (1 Cor 2:7–9). Then, what St. Paul says of our
bodies will be true of our stories, as well: the “flesh and blood” of our
experiences will be “changed” from their natural glory into their
eschatological, divine-human glory, into the full flourishing that is God’s
own way of being (1 Cor 15:35–57). For now, obviously, we know only in
part (1 Cor 13:12). We travail because we do not yet see what we hope for
(Rom 8:24). But thanks to the Spirit at work in us, we remain confident
that what is already true for Jesus shall be true for us; he was and is the
“author and finisher of our faith”; therefore, everything that happened
with him was in fact happening to all things, and working its effects into
the past, as well as into the future (Heb 2:8–9; 12:2). And when the end
does come, not as the last event in the succession of historical events, but
as their transcendent transfiguration, we shall know evil as God knows it
now, not by what it did to us but by who we are without it.
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Abstract
Drawing on both similarities and disagreements between
the apophatic theology of Dionysius and Gregory of
Nazianzus, I will demonstrate how glossolalia can be better
understood through the lens of apophatic theology. Gregory
and Dionysius both recognize the failure of human
language, but each follows that concept to a different
conclusion. Dionysius switches from categories of
knowledge to categories of experience and focuses the
mystical life on ascetic practices in the hopes that they
promote an experience of God’s presence. Pentecostals, with
our emphasis on experience, often find a kinship with
thinkers like Dionysius. In contrast, Gregory of Nazianzus
switches from the quest for our own knowledge to a reliance
on revealed knowledge. Thus, while Dionysius relies on our
ability to experience God, Gregory relies on God’s ability to
make Godself known. We are unable to know God, except
that God made Godself known. The Father condescends to
provide the Law, a framework through which we
understand Christ. The Son condescends to show us the
Father. Likewise, the baptism of the Holy Spirit provides for
us the only method by which we can speak mysteries to
God. This method is a private prayer language, which is
often called glossolalia.

Introduction
“The Wise Man never opines, never regrets, never is mistaken, never
changes his mind.”1 This Stoic opinion of Cicero presents humility in its
35

reticence to opine but also stubbornness in its reluctance to change. We
can see a similar humility in Dionysius the Areopagite. 2 He says, “[w]e
offer worship to that which lies hidden beyond thought and beyond
being. With a wise silence we do honor to the inexpressible.” 3 The
stubbornness is unfortunately often present among theologians today,
even if only unconsciously. Cicero was right to caution towards humility.
But the resistance to change is, in fact, unwise. Such hubris requires a
corrective. One such option is found in the apophatic 4 strand of theology
practiced by people like Dionysius. What follows here is a comparison of
the approaches to apophatic theology taken by Dionysius and Gregory of
Nazianzus. Drawing on both similarities and disagreements between the
two, I will demonstrate that glossolalia can be better understood through
the lens of apophatic theology. Humility need not lead to silence, as
Dionysius suggests. Wisdom is not silent, as Cicero believes. Through the
power of the Spirit, the wise may opine without regret, and change their
mind when they are mistaken.
The apophatic call to silence often results from the realization that
our language falls short. Gregory and Dionysius both recognize this
failure, but each follows that concept to a different conclusion.5
Dionysius switches from categories of knowledge to categories of
experience and focuses the mystical life on ascetic practices in the hope
that they promote an experience of God’s presence. Pentecostals, 6 with
our emphasis on experience, often find a kinship with thinkers like
Dionysius. However, this is not always worthwhile. Experience, while
important, can be unreliable. Peter Neumann suggests that
“[e]xperience should be thought of not so much as a source, but as a
means by which the ‘Source’ (God) becomes known.”7 Neumann’s
excellent study on Pentecostal experience has shown that Pentecostals
should be more careful “in their popular, and sometimes naïve, appeals
to experience of the Spirit as justification for belief and practice. The
history of Pentecostalism is tainted with charges (and evidence) of
triumphalism, elitism, and schism (often within its own ranks).” 8
Dionysius’s approach to apophaticism struggles in these areas as well.
In contrast, Gregory of Nazianzus switches from the quest for our
own knowledge to a reliance on revealed knowledge. Thus, while
Dionysius ultimately relies on our ability to experience God, Gregory
relies on God’s ability to make Godself known. Gregory’s approach to
apophatic theology then provides a much-needed corrective to
Ciceronian stubbornness while simultaneously avoiding the iterative
skepticism often produced by Dionysius’s humility. So, while we should
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agree with Dionysius (and Gregory) that God is beyond us, from that
point on we should follow Gregory.
We are unable to know God, except that God made Godself known.
We are unable to become acceptable to God, except that God made us
acceptable. As Mark McIntosh puts it, “theological ascent is dependent
upon the prior ‘descent’ of God’s self-disclosure as the cause of all
things.” 9 We are likewise unable to adequately pray to God, except that
God made available to us a method of prayer that is efficacious even as
our “mind is unfruitful” (1 Cor 14:14).10 At every point our knowledge of
and relationship to God is contingent upon God condescending to us.
The Father condescends to provide the Law, a framework through which
we understand Christ (cf. Gal 3:24). The Son condescends to show us the
Father (cf. John 14:9). Likewise, the baptism of the Holy Spirit provides
for us the only method by which we can speak mysteries to God (1 Cor
14:2). This method is a private prayer language, which is often called
glossolalia. 11 This concept is unfortunately lacking in theological
development. 12 Apophatic theology provides us with a helpful lens
through which to understand this Pentecostal phenomenon. It is to this
topic that we now turn our attention.
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Apophasis
Speaking of apophaticism within Orthodoxy, 13 patristic scholar Donald
Fairbairn says, “Instead of listing and explaining the attributes of God
(as Western theologians would probably do), Eastern theologians are
more likely to consider aspects of our world that show imperfection or
incompleteness and to declare that God does not have these qualities.
God is not limited; he is not temporal; he is not sinful, and so on.” 14
Orthodox theologian Vladimir Lossky put it this way, “All knowledge has
as its object that which is. Now God is beyond all that exists. In order to
approach Him it is necessary to deny all that is inferior to Him, that is to
say, all that which is.” 15 This theology by negation ought to warn against
an overly positive view of our ability to understand God. As Jaroslav
Pelikan has said, “[t]hroughout the history of patristic theology, Eastern
but also Western, this accent on the apophatic had functioned as a check,
and one that was often necessary, on the pretensions of theologians.” 16
Thus apophaticism at its best provides a framework through which we
honor our own limitations while also honoring divine self-disclosure.
From the Orthodox perspective,17 God is unknowable in ousia (God’s
essence or being), but knowable in energia (God’s actions). 18 Specifically,
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energia here refers to God’s self-disclosure. 19 Therefore God is knowable
insofar as God has made that possible. Dionysius puts it this way: “For, if
we may trust the superlative wisdom and truth of Scripture, the things of
God are revealed to each mind in proportion to its capacities; and the
divine goodness . . . alone could give an authoritative account of what it
really is.” 20 In other words, human knowledge of the divine is a result of
grace manifested in divine self-disclosure because only God can give an
accurate account of who God is.21
Placing the emphasis on humanity’s inability will hopefully prevent
the apophatic theologian from falling into the Platonic error of viewing
salvation as our unaided ascent to God, an error Dionysius arguably did
not avoid. 22 Humanity could not reach God on its own. In the same way,
humanity is incapable of understanding God on its own. Put simply, this
epistemic humility results from the realization that our knowledge of
God is a function of his grace rather than one of our ability operating on
its own. This is precisely where Dionysius fails.
90F

91F

92F

Dionysius23
It should be said at the outset that understanding Dionysius the
Areopagite is not an easy task. Noted Dionysian scholar Paul Rorem
affirms that “a perplexed reader is in good company, for the history of
Christian doctrine and spirituality teems with commentators and general
readers who have found the Areopagite’s meaning obscure.”24 In spite of
the difficulty, he was a favorite of such important theologians as Gregory
the Great, Thomas Aquinas, and Bonaventure.25 In fact, “[e]xcept for
the Bible and perhaps the works of Boethius, no writing of the early
Christian era received similar attention in terms of translations, excerpts,
commentaries, and even cumulative corpora that combined these
elements into veritable encyclopedias of Dionysian scholarship.” 26
Given such difficulty, it is not surprising that many interpreters are
conflicted about what the Areopagite meant. 27 For just one example,
Jaroslav Pelikan indicates that one of the chief roles of Maximus the
Confessor was to reform Dionysius from “speculative nihilism” to “a
concentration on the person of Jesus Christ.” 28
Read in isolation, it seems quite clear that Dionysius sees himself as
a bridge between Greek wisdom and the Christian gospel. 29 As a result,
his idea of salvation is far more Platonic than Gregory’s. For Dionysius,
salvation is an “upward ascent of progressive unknowing, rather than a
divine rescue.” 30 All humanity needs to do is try harder. Cataphatic
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theology seems to be no more than a useful fiction that is eventually shed
in favor of true theology, which must be apophatic. 31
What has actually to be said about the Cause of everything is this.
Since it is the Cause of all beings, we should posit and ascribe to
it all the affirmations we make in regard to beings, and, more
appropriately, we should negate all these affirmations, since it
surpasses all being. Now we should not conclude that the
negations are simply the opposites of the affirmations, but rather
that the Cause of all is considerably prior to this, beyond
privations, beyond every denial, beyond every assertion. 32

So, while Dionysius affirms that some statements are legitimately
true, the point of the Christian life is still an upward ascent towards
union with God.33 Even the things that are legitimately true are
ultimately transcended.34 John Anthony McGuckin, influenced by
Dionysius, says, “The ascent of the mind through affirmative declarative
statements about God (cataphatic theology) leads on the percipient
theologian to realize that ultimately the God who is above all essence . . .
is far above ‘all names that can be named.’”35 For the Orthodox, this
results in the apophatic theologian being “rendered speechless in an
‘ignorance’ that is far higher than the ‘wordiness’ of those who think
they have fully comprehended God.”36 This is Dionysius’s wise silence.
In The Divine Names, Dionysius states that the only language that
we should use in theological discussion is language that exists in
Scripture. He appeals to 1 Corinthians 2:4 for this, because the power
granted by the Spirit to the authors of Scripture allows us to “reach a
union superior to anything available to us by way of our own abilities or
activities. . . . This is why we must not dare to resort to words or
conceptions concerning that hidden divinity which transcends being,
apart from what the sacred scriptures have divinely revealed.”37
However, notice that for Dionysius the words of Scripture are used as
tools by humanity in their ascent to God. We reach the union by
employing the words of Scripture. “[T]he further revelation passes into
the cosmos, the more it will be clothed in words, interpretations and
theories.” 38 There is a place for cataphatic theology on the lower levels of
reality, further from the divine light and source of all things. 39
Dionysius says, “[t]his is the kind of divine enlightenment into
which we have been initiated by the hidden tradition of our inspired
teachers, a tradition at one with scripture.” 40 Not only is this hidden
tradition viable, but so is natural theology. 41 Dionysius begins with
Scripture, but only as a tool of ascent to God. Tradition and natural
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theology are rungs on that very same ladder. Indeed, the ladder itself
could only be called experience, as that seems to be the only common
denominator. For example, it is not Scripture, nor tradition, nor natural
theology that is the ultimate source of the names of God. 42 The
fundamental source is experience of the divine.
Eventually, even negations cease, as propositional content is no
longer useful or helpful, whether it is positive or negative.43 Ultimately,
for Dionysius, the “task of theology . . . is to pass by way of these signs
into the depth of the Mystery who speaks them.”44 It is “to leave behind
you everything perceived and understood, everything perceptible and
understandable, all that is not and all that is, and, with your
understanding laid aside, to strive upward as much as you can toward
union with him who is beyond all being and knowledge.”45 Notice the
focus is on personal effort, both in discarding all knowledge and in
ascending to the divine. This is how he uses the model of Moses in
Mystical Theology. 46 He is the pattern of our ascent. He “moves beyond
the trumpet sounds and the many lights . . . to transcend the bare sounds
of the scriptures and the material lights of worship.” 47 Again we see
emphasis on the ability to transcend, rather than a reliance on the
transformative power of the Holy Spirit. 48 Gregory’s response to this
approach to God would likely be:
A person who tells you what God is not but fails to tell you what
he is, is rather like someone who, asked what [two times five is],
answers “not two, not three, not four, not five, not twenty, not
thirty, no number, in short, under ten or over ten.” He does not
deny it is ten, but he is also not settling the questioner’s mind
with a firm answer. It is much simpler, much briefer, to indicate
all that something is not by indicating what it is, than to reveal
what it is by denying what it is not. 49
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It may be hard to imagine that this author is in any way apophatic. Let us
now turn our attention to him, perhaps one of the sharpest minds ever to
expound the gospel.50

Gregory of Nazianzus51
He was a key player at the Council of Constantinople, where he earned
the title the Theologian. 52 Gregory, along with the other two
Cappadocians, 53 appreciated an apophatic approach to theology. But, as
Jaroslav Pelikan points out,
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they did not do so . . . in order to induce a kind of “sanctified
skepticism” that would leave the believer unsure of anything. On
the contrary, the purpose of the [apophaticism] in Cappadocian
spirituality was to affirm the oneness of God with the Logos,
through whose Incarnation “that which is completely
inexpressible and incomprehensible to all created intellects”
became that which “can to a certain extent be grasped by human
understanding.” 54
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This is not congruent with Dionysius’s theology. Gregory balances
our inability with God’s self-disclosure. We can only know God insofar as
God has made it possible for us. So, Gregory makes very apophatic
statements like this: “To know God is hard, to describe him
impossible. . . . No—to tell of God is not possible . . . but to know him is
even less possible.” 55 But the same Gregory also “set out a complete
apologia of how he saw Nicene systematic theology to be defensible” in
Orations 27–31 of the Five Theological Orations. 56 Gregory forged this
balance in response to his opponents who, not completely unlike Cicero,
were radically certain. They saw theology as a pastime for clever men
who wanted to solve difficult puzzles. 57 These men, Eunomius and his
followers, thought that “because God is fundamentally simple, he can be
easily understood.” 58
Gregory, along with the other Cappadocian Fathers, responded
strongly to this, emphatically indicating that not only was God not easily
understood, God was beyond understanding at all. Their motivation was
pastoral. Gregory sees theology as central to the life of the church. As a
result, those who are not holy are even less capable of understanding
God. This should dissuade the puzzle solvers, because their lack of
character inhibits their ability to solve any theological puzzle. Gregory, as
always, puts it beautifully: “I only wish they would display comparable
energy in their actions: then they might be something more than mere
verbal tricksters, grotesque and preposterous word-gamesters—their
derisory antics invite derisive description.” 59
Gregory also speaks of ascent, but not in a Platonic sense.60 Like
Dionysius, he references Moses’ ascent of Mt. Sinai.61 But far from a
Platonic charge for humanity to climb the mountain and see God,
Gregory pastorally warns of the danger of the ascent for those who are
not prepared. “He too shall ascend, but stand further off, his place
matching his purity. Is any of the crowd, unfit, as they are, for so
sublime contemplation? Utterly unhallowed? — let him not come near, it
is dangerous.”62
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Gregory also speaks quite strongly about our lack of knowledge of
the divine. But when he does so, it is not driven by Platonic philosophy,
but rather reverence for God and humble recognition of his own
limitations. The two keep each other in check. Cataphatic theology
encourages us because we can understand God. Apophatic theology
warns us that we cannot comprehend him.63 When we recognize our
place in the world with respect to God, we recognize that we
fundamentally lack the ability to describe God. But God has provided the
description. God has descended to us. The unknowable has become
known as a function of divine grace. Thus, to leave God completely
shrouded in mystery is to disrespect God’s own work of self-revelation.
So, apophatic theology need not be a murky skeptical pit from
which we are incapable of escape. It need only be a salve to our overly
inflated view of our intellectual abilities. If it is practically focused and
grounded in the incarnation, apophatic theology lies at the bedrock of all
theology for it begins with the heart of the gospel. We cannot reach God,
but nevertheless God has reached us. Our theological reflection needs to
keep this in mind. We may have great confidence of what we believe, but
that confidence must be tempered by a careful recognition that we are
not the arbiter of truth in the universe. “Our preaching is not vain, our
faith empty; it is not that doctrine we are propounding. Do not take our
frankness as ground for atheistic caviling and exalt yourselves over
against us for acknowledging our ignorance. Conviction, you see, of a
thing’s existence is quite different from knowledge of what it is.” 64
Cicero was wrong. Wisdom opens itself to change.
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Glossolalia
What does all of this have to do with tongues? First, we must define what
we mean by tongues. “Pentecostals themselves have most often defended
tongues as evidence of Spirit baptism and have placed little emphasis on
reflecting on what the continued practice of glossolalic prayer represents
theologically.” 65 As Macchia has pointed out, “[w]hat glossolalia means
in the context of the rich theological presuppositions surrounding the
experience in Scripture has been neglected.”66 Put simply, glossolalia is
often emphasized but seldom explained.67 In light of apophaticism, we
ought to understand glossolalia as an apophatic declaration that is
empowered by the Spirit. So, how can glossolalia be an apophatic
declaration?
Non-Pentecostal apophatic theologians prefer silence because God
transcends all language, all propositional content. While that is true, that
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is focusing on our language directed at God, not a partnership between
God and humanity wherein God provides words for us. These words
transcend language and propositional content. This is why Paul says that
tongues must be interpreted if uttered in a corporate setting. Without an
interpretation, the hearers are not edified. Instead, only the speaker is
edified (1 Cor 14:4). But the speaker’s mind is unfruitful (1 Cor 14:14). If
the speaker’s mind is unfruitful, then this edification does not consist of
propositional content. It cannot. If it were propositional content, then
the speaker could simply explain it in a known language without relying
on an interpreter.
Put simply, Paul is telling us that those who pray in tongues are
edified, but not in a way that they can explain. If the edification consisted
of rational thought, then speakers could explain themselves. Note that
Paul says precisely the opposite. “Therefore, one who speaks in a tongue
should pray that he may interpret” (1 Cor 14:13). Thus, glossolalia is the
means by which one participates in trans-rational communication with
God, communication that conveys mysteries to God (1 Cor 14:2) while
simultaneously building up the speaker. Since this communication lacks
propositional content, it is apophatic by nature. It transcends both
affirmations and negations. 68
As we have seen, the typical perspective from both ancient and
modern authors is that the height of apophaticism is silence. 69 There are
often experiences where we cannot know what to pray. As Abraham
Heschel has said, “in no other act does humanity experience so often the
disparity between the desire for expression and the means of
expression.”70 It is hard indeed to describe some experiences, especially
those found in Pentecostal churches. There are often times where an
experience with God is strong, but inexplicable. There are often
experiences where we cannot know what to pray. But as a praying
people, Pentecostals often find that silence difficult. As Stephen Land has
said, “Prayer is the primary theological activity of Pentecostals. All
worthwhile knowledge must be gained and retained prayerfully because
only the Spirit can lead into all truth. . . . All prayer is in the Spirit, and all
who truly pray continually open themselves to and receive what the
Spirit is saying and doing in and among them. To receive and to be
indwelt by the Spirit of Christ is to be a Christian.” 71 Gregory says much
the same thing.
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[I]t is the Spirit in whom we worship and through whom we
pray. “God,” it says, “is Spirit, and they who worship him must
worship him in Spirit and in Truth.” And again: “We do not
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know how to pray as we ought, but the Spirit himself intercedes
for us with sighs too deep for words.” And again: “I will pray
with the Spirit but I will pray with the mind also”—meaning, in
mind and spirit. Worshipping, then, and praying in the Spirit
seem to me to be simply the Spirit presenting prayer and worship
to himself. 72
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Perhaps silence is more appropriate than speaking our own words, but
certainly words given by God are better than either.
We have also seen that the gospel is at every point dependent on
divine condescension. As Ephrem the Syrian says, “Heat loosens the
onerous, cold Bridle—the silence of frost upon the lips . . . like the
tongues of the Spirit, which rested upon the disciples, with its heat, with
tongues, the Holy Spirit drove silence from the disciples. . . . Silence fled
[their] tongues by means of tongues.”73 Just as every other element of
redemption is contingent upon divine condescension, in Spirit baptism
the Holy Spirit provides the only method by which we can faithfully
speak mysteries to God (1 Cor 14:2). Thus, the supposed ‘“ignorance’
that is far higher than the ‘wordiness’ of those who think they have fully
comprehended God” 74 misses a vital experience of the third person of
the Trinity.
Glossolalia “found prayer to be a ‘two-way relationship,’ not just
talking at God, but God (the Holy Spirit) already cooperating in their
prayer, energizing it from within, and no less also responding in it,
alluring them again, inviting them into a continuing adventure.”75
Indeed, “Romans 8 for Coakley represents a kind of ‘deep prayer in the
Spirit’ that was espoused in early patristic tradition; it is a passage that
relates an ‘incorporative’ account of trinitarianism in which the Spirit
draws one into the triune life of God and by that drawing and activation
the Spirit is in some sense apprehended to be personal.” 76 Chris Green,
likewise responding to Sarah Coakley, says, “prayer is God’s first, and
then—and only so—ours. We cannot pray to God except as God prays
with and for us. Without the Spirit’s ‘sighs too deep for words’, our
words can never deliver the prayer our hearts by grace desire to bring
forth.” 77 In Coakley’s own words, “It is not I who autonomously prays,
but God (the Holy Spirit) who prays in me, and so answers the eternal
call of the ‘Father’, drawing me by various painful degrees into the newly
expanded life of ‘Sonship’.” 78 This does not entail possession, but
partnership. The Spirit provides for us the means by which we can
communicate to the Father. Our spirit joins with the Holy Spirit in the
groanings that are beyond words (Rom 8:26).
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This is a practical application of Gregory’s apophaticism.79 As we
have seen, Gregory rejects that we can know God on our own effort. As a
result, he throws himself on God’s self-disclosure. Glossolalia is the
divine-human partnership exhibited in prayer. This is not to say that
glossolalia is the highest possible experience of God. That is precisely the
error that Paul is correcting in 1 Corinthians 12–14. As Macchia rightly
points out, “[t]his does not mean that rational and literate theology and
worship is thereby made insignificant. If this were so, a theology of
glossolalia would be a contradiction in terms!” 80 Rather, glossolalia is a
demonstration of apophatic theology.
In spite of this, it would seem that in practice glossolalia often has
more in common with Dionysius’s apophaticism. But this is likely
because of a lack of a clear theology of glossolalia. Bereft of that,
Pentecostals default to an approach that is experientially focused and
lacks careful thought and explication. This is not to say that experience is
irrelevant or unimportant. “[T]he height of theology is not tomes written
but God experienced.”81 However, that experience is not simply a
mystically inexplicable encounter. It is that, but it is more. It is an
experience that provides relief when we do not know how to pray. It is an
experience that allows us to declare mysteries to God (1 Cor 14:2) that
transcend language. Finally, it is an experience that allows us at any time
to partner with the third person of the Trinity in prayer that edifies us in
ways that we cannot describe.
Apophatic theology is the heart of the gospel. We have no ability to
understand God, no ability to reach God by our own effort. We are
utterly hopeless. That is, except for God’s grace. God has chosen to reach
out to us and redeem us. It is for this reason that our very knowledge of
God cannot properly be the cause for boasting. All that can properly
result from our understanding of God is humble adoration. Any
knowledge that does not lead us to this conclusion is ultimately ashes.
The truly wise man hesitates to opine because he knows the gravity of
the topic. This humility is needed. But wisdom is not silent. Thanks be to
God that through the Spirit, we do not have to be either.
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Abstract
Sometimes perceived as dead ritual in contemporary
Christian churches, liturgy provides a time-tested means of
experiencing the empowerment of the Holy Spirit in
corporate worship. When understood within its own
historical use, liturgy, through the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit, enables a community of faith to consistently
remember and participate in God’s saving acts in history,
culminating in the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, and
actively look forward to the eschatological hope of Jesus’
return. Like the banks of a river, liturgy plays an important
role to effectively facilitate the consistent and reliable
movement of the Holy Spirit in communal worship. This
study 1) provides a brief scriptural and historical
background of liturgical worship; 2) explores examples of
liturgical prayers from Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox,
and Anglican traditions that reflect a Spirit-empowered
ethos; and 3) suggests unity and mission are two of the
primary purposes of Spirit-empowerment in liturgical
worship. This study is not by any means exhaustive on the
topic of liturgy but functions as a reminder for those
familiar with it and an introduction for those who are not.

53

Introduction
In Christian churches there is a continually recognized contrast between
charismatic contemporary worship and its traditional liturgical
counterpart. Those of the charismatic Christian groups typically pride
themselves in freedom of expression, extemporaneous prayer, and
general spontaneity, attributing these characteristics to the movement of
the Holy Spirit, who is not to be suppressed. Such perspectives make
traditional liturgical expressions of Christian worship appear not only
unnecessary but even counter-productive to authentic worship and
connection to God―perhaps calling to mind Jesus’ response to the
Samaritan woman that true worshippers worship God in spirit and in
truth (John 4:23–24). In this way, how could something so old, rigid,
and rote as traditional liturgy be described as Spirit-empowered? What
makes traditional liturgy Spirit-empowered? Or, as one scholar puts it,
“how does the work of the Spirit manifest itself in liturgical prayer?” 1
The goal of this article is to suggest that the Holy Spirit is not only
present in liturgical worship, but that the Holy Spirit is the foundational
inspiration of the liturgy who empowers the people of God for unity and
mission. I will support this claim by 1) providing a brief look at the
scriptural and historical background of liturgy being Spirit-empowered;
2) highlighting places of the Holy Spirit’s role in liturgy across Eastern
Orthodox, Roman Catholic, and Anglican traditions; and 3) suggesting
two aspects of the Holy Spirit’s empowerment in liturgy. I will also
provide examples of special liturgies specifically designed for Holy Spirit
empowerment.
In short, structure and order in liturgical worship are not
antithetical to the work of the Holy Spirit, but can be complementary
and purposeful to it. As Anglican priest Thomas McKenzie puts it,
“freedom is important, but so is Spirit-led order.” 2 This notion of
“Spirit-led order” may sound paradoxical to those of non-liturgical
traditions, but, when we dig a little deeper into the purpose of liturgical
worship we find rich and effective ways to expand our individual and
corporate prayers for unity and empowerment by the Holy Spirit.

Scriptural and Historical Background of Liturgical Worship
The word “liturgy” has become a technical term in Christian tradition to
refer to a church’s collective act of worship. Liturgy, however, was not
invented by the Eastern or Western branches of Christianity in the early
centuries CE, but goes back much further to Jewish expressions of
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worship. Jesus and the Apostles regularly worshipped in liturgical
settings of first-century synagogues and in the Jerusalem temple (cf.
Luke 4:16–21; 24:53; Acts 2:46). Liturgical models of worship were also
contained in Scripture itself. For example, the book of Psalms has been
central to Jewish worship as far back as sacrifices in the first Jerusalem
temple (cf. Pss 27:6; 30:1; 54:6; 66:15).3 Psalms were prescribed to be
recited on Sabbaths (Ps 92), for the dedication of the temple (Ps 30), and
especially during the three major pilgrimage festivals of Passover,
Pentecost, and Tabernacles (Pss 113–118). An example of this is found in
the New Testament in accordance with the Passover festival (cf. Matt
26:20; Mark 14:26). This foundational role of the recitation of Psalms in
ancient Jewish worship informed later rabbinic and early Christian
liturgical traditions. 4 In rabbinic tradition, it was through the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit that David composed his psalms―perhaps
making one of the earliest connections of the Holy Spirit to liturgical
worship. 5 In the New Testament, the writer of the book of Revelation
records many anthems of heavenly worship that are considered a
prototype for ancient Christian liturgy. 6 The most recognizable anthem
is the Sanctus (“Holy, Holy, Holy”) in Revelation 4:8, which appears in
every liturgical tradition and possibly derives from Isaiah’s vision in
Isaiah 6:3.
The earliest expressions of Christianity are well known for their
liturgical form of worship, many of which remain the model for liturgical
traditions today. 7 Christian liturgy is comprised of corporate prayers
passed down through the centuries that are drenched in Scripture and
culminate in the celebration of the Eucharist. 8 Today, Orthodox,
Catholic, and Anglican traditions each reflect these earliest liturgies and
affirm the Holy Spirit’s role and empowerment in them. For example, St.
Basil’s liturgy (used on occasion by Eastern Orthodox and Anglican
Churches) describes the Holy Spirit as “. . . the Spirit of truth, the grace
of adoption, the earnest of future inheritance, the first-fruits of eternal
blessings, the quickening might, the fount of sanctification, by Whom
every reasonable and spiritual creature empowered serveth Thee. . . .”9
In other words, the Holy Spirit in the liturgy is the one who empowers us
to serve God.
From an Eastern Orthodox perspective, the Holy Spirit plays a
crucial role in liturgy and is also understood as the cornerstone of
tradition itself in the church. In his book The Orthodox Church, Timothy
Ware, while referencing other Orthodox voices and scriptural support
from John 16:13, holds that tradition is “the witness of the Spirit” and
“the constant abiding of the Spirit.” 10 Tradition, for Ware, is not only
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something to be kept but it is also something to be lived. Living in the
great Christian Tradition is not a matter of accepting theological
propositions but rather “a personal encounter with Christ in the Holy
Spirit” and “a dynamic . . . living experience of the Holy Spirit in the
present.”11 Even when speaking about the church’s ecclesial hierarchy,
Ware avers that the church is also charismatic and pentecostal
(referencing 1 Thess 5:19–20). 12 More specifically, Ware identifies the
church, the body of Christ, as “a continued Pentecost” where there is no
contradiction between charismatic expression and hierarchical
structure.13
From a Roman Catholic perspective, Pope Benedict XVI
understands liturgy as the Spirit-filled communal prayer of the church
that anticipates the new heavens and the new earth. 14 In Pope Benedict’s
words, liturgy is “a prayer moved and guided by the Holy Spirit
himself.”15 Seeing the liturgy of the church first and foremost as a prayer
inspired by the Holy Spirit is important for understanding how liturgical
worship corresponds to the work of the Holy Spirit. As Raniero
Cantalamessa avers, “On every occasion the outpouring of the Spirit is
connected to prayer.” 16 For Pope Benedict XVI, liturgy also implies a
personal relationship with God where we participate in God’s action in
history and in the cosmos. 17 Liturgy is historical in the sense that it
strives to correctly and consistently remember the past and actively look
toward the future eschatological hope. Liturgy has cosmic implications in
the sense that those gathered to worship are joining in with angels
around the heavenly throne and anticipating the long-awaited union of
heaven and earth.
From an Anglican perspective, Thomas McKenzie holds that it was
the Holy Spirit who formed the liturgy over time through the church and
because the liturgy itself is Christ-centered, and not personality-driven, it
actually gives more room for the Holy Spirit to work. 18 Rather than a
dead routine, the liturgy of the church should be seen as a life-giving
practice and invitation to experience the power and presence of the Holy
Spirit. Frank Wilson has a complementary understanding of the liturgy
and sees liturgy as a “point of contact” with God. 19 Gregory Dix provides
an in-depth investigation of liturgical traditions that influence the
Anglican liturgy and argues that the Holy Spirit, through the liturgical
services of Eucharist and confirmation in particular, is the gift of God’s
presence one receives to become what they are meant to be within the
unity of the mystical body of the Messiah. For Dix, after receiving the
Eucharist in the liturgy believers receive the Spirit of adoption by which
they cry out “Abba, Father” (Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6). 20
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Overall, Christian liturgy is communal prayer inspired by the Holy
Spirit that points us back to the teachings of Jesus (John 14:26) and
leads us to participate in his sacrificial work while anticipating the
eschatological hope of his second coming and establishment of God’s
kingdom.21 The importance in liturgy of not only looking back on God’s
saving acts in history but also of looking forward to God’s promised final
act of salvation when his kingdom comes on earth as in heaven (cf. Matt
6:10; Rev 21:1–5) brings many scholars to highlight the importance of
eschatology in liturgical worship. As Robert Jensen puts it, “Our liturgy
is liturgy of the Spirit insofar as the sequence and rhythm of what we do
is an eschatological tension.” 22 Chris Green agrees with Jensen’s
statement and takes it a step further by suggesting that without this
eschatological tension corporate worship is dead. 23 Green goes on to
convincingly argue that the eucharistic meal celebrated in liturgy is
essentially eschatological in nature as it is a foretaste of the coming
messianic banquet (cf. Luke 22:16, 18; Rev 19:9, 17) and “the sign par
excellence of the eschatological kingdom.” 24 In a similar line of thought,
Patrick Regan suggests that, through the liturgy, the church shows itself
to be “the eschatological community in the Spirit.” 25 These
eschatological perspectives of liturgy line up quite well with the heavenly
worship captured in John’s Apocalypse (and hinted at elsewhere in the
New Testament). Because of this, it is no surprise that traditional
Christian liturgy follows suit to tap into this mysterious reality of joining
in with heavenly worship on earth. 26 And as Patrick Regan helpfully
points out, it is the Holy Spirit who plays a primary role in connecting
heaven and earth in liturgical worship. 27 As we will see in the next
section, liturgy invites believers to participate, rather than spectate, in an
ancient and unfinished drama between heaven and earth. The
boundaries between heaven and earth are blurred as worshippers join in
with the worship of angels around the throne to remember Jesus’ work
and anticipate the culmination of God’s work through Jesus’ return by
the power of the Holy Spirit. 28

Places of the Holy Spirit’s Role in Traditional Liturgies
Within the three main liturgical traditions of Christianity―Eastern
Orthodox, Roman Catholic, and Anglican―there are numerous places to
find the role of the Holy Spirit. Contained in the creeds and the frequent
Trinitarian prayers throughout the liturgies, the Holy Spirit also plays an
empowering role in a number of other places. In this brief study I will
highlight three liturgical occasions that focus on the work of the Holy
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Spirit: 1) the celebration of the Eucharist, 2) the annual remembrance of
the Day of Pentecost, and 3) services of confirmation/chrismation.

The Holy Spirit in the Eucharist
Traditional eucharistic liturgy is divided into two parts: 1) the liturgy of
the Word and 2) the liturgy of the Sacrament. The liturgy of the Word
contains scripture readings, a homily, the creed, and intercessory
prayers. The liturgy of the Sacrament is simply the celebration of the
Eucharist, which is the climax of the entire liturgy. This central
Sacrament―“Mystery” for Orthodox Christians―of the Eucharist
contains three main sections in its central prayers: the thanksgiving, the
anamnesis (remembrance), and the epiclesis (“calling down” of the Holy
Spirit). 29 Although the Holy Spirit plays an important role in the
thanksgiving and anamnesis sections of the liturgy, 30 it is in the
epiclesis where the role of the Holy Spirit is seen most clearly.
Of all the places where the Holy Spirit is called upon in the liturgy, it
is the epiclesis where the Holy Spirit’s action is called upon most directly,
encapsulating the relationship between the Holy Spirit and the
eucharistic liturgy as a whole. 31 The epiclesis of St. John Chrysostom’s
liturgy, used as the primarily liturgy in many Orthodox Churches, reads:
“Send down Your Holy Spirit upon us and upon these gifts here set forth:
And make this bread the Precious Body of Your Christ, And what is in
this cup, the Precious Blood of Your Christ, Changing them by Your Holy
Spirit. Amen, Amen, Amen.” 32 Similarly, in St. Basil the Great’s
Eucharistic Prayer (also known as Eucharist Prayer D in the Book of
Common Prayer), the celebrant prays that the “Holy Spirit may descend
upon us, and upon these gifts, sanctifying them and showing them to be
holy gifts for your holy people, the bread of life and the cup of salvation,
the Body and Blood of your Son Jesus Christ.” In the Liturgy of St. Mark,
the epiclesis is a bit longer and more detailed:
We pray and beseech Thee, O Good God and Lover of men, to
send down from Thy holy height, and appointed habitation, and
incircumscript bosom, the very Paraclete, the Spirit of truth, the
Holy, the LORD, the Life-giving Who spake in the Law and by
the Prophets and the Apostles Who is everywhere present, and
filleth all things. . . . Send down then on us, and on these loaves,
and on these cups, Thy Holy Ghost, that He may sanctify and
perfect them, as God Almighty. And make this bread the Body. 33

In the Eucharistic Prayer II of the Roman Catholic tradition, the
epiclesis reads, “Make holy, therefore, these gifts, we pray, by sending
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down your spirit upon them like the dewfall, so that they may become for
us the Body and Blood of our lord Jesus Christ.”34
Although invoking the Holy Spirit for the consecration and
changing of the eucharistic gifts became standard fairly early, one of the
oldest eucharistic texts of St. Hippolytus simply points to presence of the
Holy Spirit as the primary function of the epiclesis.35 In this sense Weil
similarly remarks that the epiclesis implies “the Real Presence of the
Holy Spirit in the Eucharist.” 36 Not only is the Holy Spirit called down in
a special way on the eucharistic gifts at the epiclesis in every major
liturgical tradition, but the Holy Spirit is also called down upon those
present for participation and empowerment in the mystical body of the
Messiah.37 In another eucharistic prayer ascribed to St. Hippolytus,
there is a request that God “would grant to all who partake of the holy
things . . . the fullness of the Holy Spirit for the confirmation of faith and
truth.” 38 Not only does the Holy Spirit consecrate the bread and the
wine and make Jesus present, he also is himself present to be
experienced fully at the Eucharist. 39

The Holy Spirit in the Annual Remembrance of the Day of Pentecost
The day of Pentecost is remembered and celebrated every year according
to liturgical calendars. Following the general template of the celebration
of the Eucharist, the day of Pentecost features specifics readings, songs,
and prayers that commemorate the pouring out of the Holy Spirit in Acts
2 and provides space for receiving empowerment from the Holy Spirit
today. Following the life of Jesus, the liturgical calendar of the church
also aligns with many of the Jewish feasts of Jesus’ day. In Jewish
tradition, Pentecost, or Shavuot, indicates fifty days (or seven weeks)
after Passover (Pesaḥ) and commemorates the giving of the Torah on
Mount Sinai after the exodus of the children of Israel from Egypt under
Moses (cf. Num 28:26–31). It was at this annual feast of Shavuot where
Jesus’ disciples gathered in Jerusalem in the first few chapters of Acts
and went on to receive the Holy Spirit in an unprecedented way as Jesus
had promised them they would after he had ascended. The giving of the
Holy Spirit on Shavuot was authenticated by its correspondence to the
giving of the Torah; it was not a replacement but a supplemental
eschatological revelation of God (cf. Acts 2:16–21 and Joel 3:1–5). The
annual celebration of Pentecost in liturgical churches functions to
remember the giving of the Holy Spirit as a historic act of God and to
ground Christians in the development of their religious tradition from
Second Temple Judaism. Commenting on the benefit of the regular
observance of liturgical feasts and fast days in general, Patrick Regan
Spirit-Empowered Liturgy | 59

holds, “In the liturgy of the hours and the cycles of the year, the Spirit
brings the time of the world to perfection by making the fullness of time
present within it.” 40 It is within this paradigm of placing oneself in
history while acknowledging the fluid relationship between past, present,
and future that makes liturgical feasts powerful, especially the Day of
Pentecost. Celebrating Pentecost liturgically also provides space for
those gathered to renew their perspective on the outpouring of God’s
Spirit today. As Raneiro Cantelemessa avers when discussing the
liturgical remembrance of Pentecost, “What we recount becomes real:
the Holy Spirit mysteriously descends again and becomes present. It
becomes not just a simple retelling but an event.”41 In this way, the
annual remembrance of the day of Pentecost is more than a symbolic
recalling of a certain event in the New Testament; it is a powerful means
of entering into the ongoing reality of the Holy Spirit’s outpouring in the
present time.
In Orthodox traditions, after various readings from the prophets
and recalling the day of Pentecost in Acts 2, there is a prayer for God to
subsequently “make us ready for his [the Holy Spirit’s] illumination.” 42
The following hymn is also proclaimed on Pentecost and as part of the
Divine Liturgy: “We have seen the true Light, we have received the
heavenly Spirit; we have found the true faith, worshipping the undivided
Trinity, for the Trinity has saved us.” 43 Additionally, this prayer is
prayed at Pentecost and also upon waking, before sleeping, and in
preparation for Holy Communion:
O Heavenly King, the Comforter, the Spirit of Truth Who art
everywhere and fillest all things. Treasury of Blessings and Giver
of Life: Come and abide in us, and cleanse us from every
impurity, and save our souls, O Good One. 44

In the Roman Catholic tradition, there are several special prayers
and chants for the day of Pentecost. Perhaps the most common refrain
on Pentecost during Mass is “Come, Holy Spirit, fill the hearts of your
faithful and enkindle in them the fire of your love.” 45 There is also the
medieval Latin sequence: Veni Sancte Spiritus. 46 The Mass on Pentecost
ends with a solemn blessing themed around the work of the Holy Spirit:
May God, the Father of lights, who was pleased to enlighten
the disciples’ minds by the outpouring of the Spirit, the
Paraclete, grant you gladness by his blessing and make you
always abound with the gifts of the same Spirit. Amen.
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May the wondrous flame that appeared above the disciples,
powerfully cleanse your hearts from every evil and pervade them
with its purifying light. Amen.
And may God, who has been pleased to unite many tongues
in the profession of one faith, give you perseverance in that same
faith and, by believing, may you journey from hope to clear
vision. Amen.
And may the blessing of Almighty God, the Father and the
Son and the Holy Spirit, come down on you and remain with you
forever. 47

In the Anglican tradition, the following preface is used not only on
the day of Pentecost but also for the other suitable occasions such as
sending out a missionary or a church convention:
In fulﬁllment of his true promise, the Holy Spirit came down [on
this day] from heaven, lighting upon the disciples, to teach them
and to lead them into all truth; uniting peoples of many tongues
in the confession of one faith, and giving to your Church the
power to serve you as a royal priesthood, and to preach the
Gospel to all nations. 48

Additionally, the Book of Common Prayer provides this collect
prayer “Of the Holy Spirit” in connection to the above preface for
Pentecost:
Almighty and most merciful God, grant that by the indwelling of
your Holy Spirit we may be enlightened and strengthened for
your service; through Jesus Christ our Lord, who lives and reigns
with you, in the unity of the Holy Spirit, one God, now and for
ever. Amen.

This preface and collect recalls the Holy Spirit’s descent to give
Jesus’ followers unity and power to serve him.

The Holy Spirit in Confirmation/Chrismation
Apart from the regular celebration of the Eucharist and the annual
remembrance of the day of Pentecost, the Holy Spirit also plays an
important role in services of confirmation (Roman Catholic; Anglican)
and chrismation (Eastern Orthodox). As a Eucharist celebration focused
on the reception of new members, services of confirmation and
chrismation (ideally with the presence of a bishop) depend on action of
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the Holy Spirit. In the East, chrismation (anointing) occurs immediately
after baptism where the priest anoints a person with oil in the sign of the
cross on the head, nose, mouth, ears, chest, hands, and feet, saying “the
seal of the gift of the Holy Spirit.” 49 For the East,
Chrismation is an extension of Pentecost: the same Spirit who
descended on the Apostles visibly in tongues of fire now
descends on the newly baptized invisibly, but with no less reality
and power. Through Chrismation every member of the Church
becomes a prophet, and receives a share in the royal priesthood
of Christ; all Christians alike, because they are chrismated, are
called to act as conscious witnesses to the Truth. 50

In Roman Catholic and Anglican churches, confirmation is a
separate occasion from baptism, yet is still connected to baptism. In the
Roman Rite for confirmation, the bishop extends a blessing over the
newly confirmed members saying:
May God the Father Almighty bless you, whom he has made
his adopted sons and daughters reborn from water and the Holy
Spirit, and may he keep you worthy of his fatherly love. Amen.
May his only Begotten Son, who promised that the Spirit of
truth would abide in his Church, bless you and confirm you by
his power in the confession of the true faith. Amen.
May the Holy Spirit, who kindles the fire of charity in the
hearts of disciples, bless you and lead you blameless and
gathered as one into the joy of the Kingdom of God. Amen. 51

Then, over the rest of the people gathered, the following prayer is
given: “Confirm, O God, what you have brought about in us, and
preserve in the hearts of your faithful the gifts of the Holy Spirit.” 52
In the Anglican Book of Common Prayer, the bishop lays his hands
on those being confirmed saying: “Strengthen, O Lord, your servant N.
with your Holy Spirit; empower him for your service; and sustain him all
the days of his life. Amen.” A second prayer option prays for those being
confirmed to “daily increase in your Holy Spirit more and more, until he
comes to your everlasting kingdom. Amen.” 53 From these examples of
confirmation and chrismation services, it is clear that Spiritempowerment is central to the liturgical reception of new members of
the church.
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Two Purposes of the Holy Spirit’s Empowerment in Liturgy
From the places of the Holy Spirit’s empowerment in liturgy explored
above there are two purposes or aspects of liturgical Spirit empowerment
that are seen throughout: unity and mission. The Spirit-empowering
focus of unity is seen especially in the celebration of the Eucharist, as
Timothy Ware posits, “the Eucharist creates the unity of the Church.” 54
In the Liturgy of St. Basil, for example, the priest prays, “That Thou
wouldest unite all of us, who are partakers of the One Bread, and of the
Chalice, to one another unto the fellowship of one Holy Spirit. . . .” 55
Understanding Pentecost as the reversal of Babel, Chrysostom’s liturgy
says, “When the Highest came down and confounded the tongues, He
divided the nations; when He distributed the tongues of fire, He called
all to unity, and with one voice we praise the Holy Ghost.” 56 In the
Roman Rite, the following prayer is given after Communion on the
twenty-seventh Sunday after Pentecost: “though many, we are one
bread, one body, for we all partake of the one bread and one chalice” (cf.
1 Cor 10:17).57 Similarly, a prayer from the Roman Eucharistic prayer III
reads: “. . . grant that we, who are nourished by the Body and Blood of
your son and filled with his Holy Spirit, may become one body, one spirit
in Christ.” 58 In the Anglican tradition, Eucharistic Prayer I of the Book
of Common Prayer contains the petition that we may be “made one body
with him, that he may dwell in us, and we in him,” echoing Jesus’ final
and high priestly prayer in John 17:21–23. The call for unity in liturgy is
overwhelmingly clear and corresponds closely to what Paul writes in 1
Corinthians 12:13, “For in the one Spirit we were all baptized into one
body—Jews or Greeks, slaves or free—and we were all made to drink of
one Spirit” (NRSV).
The second focus of Spirit empowerment in liturgy I want to
highlight is mission. In other words, I want to highlight where liturgy
emphasizes evangelism and the importance of the gifts of the Holy Spirit.
For example, the prayer of the kiss of peace in the Liturgy of St. Mark
says, “. . . grant to us Thy peace, and Thy love, and Thy help, and send
down upon us the gifts of Thy most Holy Spirit. . . .” 59 In different
words, St. Mark’s liturgy asks, “. . . now also, LORD, illuminate the eyes
of our understanding by the visitation of Thy Holy Spirit.” 60 Both of
these early liturgies show a clear anticipation of Holy Spirit
empowerment for mission. A good example of this is also found in the
overall structure of the eucharistic liturgy of the Book of Common
Prayer. At the beginning of the liturgy there is a prayer for God to
“cleanse the thoughts of our hearts by the inspiration of your Holy Spirit”
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(collect for purity), in the middle of the liturgy for the Holy Spirit to
“descend upon us” (epiclesis), and at the end of the liturgy that we may
“go forth into the world rejoicing in the power of the Spirit.” Each of
these prayers is a corporate prayer either said by everyone in unison
(collect for purity) or led by a member of the clergy and responded to by
those present (epiclesis and “going forth in power”). From this routine
closing of the liturgy, those present are exhorted to rejoice in Holy Spirit
empowerment and take what has been experienced in the service into
every person’s world.
Some scholarly perspective is also insightful in this discussion of the
Spirit’s role for, and the interrelatedness of, unity and mission in liturgy.
Commenting on the epiclesis in general, Louis Weil holds that “the
epiclesis reminds us that communion is not a private act between an
individual Christian and God; rather, it is always a corporate act whose
purpose is to build up the unity of the Body of Christ.” 61 Weil then
pushes against the individualism that tends to emerge around the gifts of
the Holy Spirit, and convincingly argues that the fundamental role of the
Holy Spirit is to bring unity, which happens in liturgy. 62 In this regard,
Rainero Cantalamessa provides a helpful approach to understanding
individual spiritual gifts in relation to the corporate body of the Messiah.
For Cantalamessa, the gifts of the Spirit, or charisms, work in tandem
with the sacraments. Drawing from Ephesians 4:4–11 and 1 Corinthians
12:7, Cantalamessa suggests that the relationship between charisms and
sacraments is best understood through the two aspects of the church:
unity/communion (koinonia) and diversity/service (diakonia).
Sacraments correspond to the gifts that the church shares in common,
while charisms correspond to the diversity of gifts through which an
individual serves God and his church. 63 Although the individual gifting
of the Holy Spirit is essential for one’s own spiritual growth and
development, the primary goal of Holy Spirit empowerment is for
corporate gifting in order to bring about a unity in the body of the
Messiah.

Other Liturgies That Focus the Work of Holy Spirit
There are also special liturgies that focus on the work of the Holy Spirit
depending on the particular tradition. For example, in the Anglican Book
of Occasional Services there is a dedicated liturgical service called “A
Public Service of Healing” that revolves around the anointing of the sick
for supernatural healing. 64 Regarding those who lead the service, they
initially ask God to “strengthen us to be your instruments of healing in
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the world, by the power of the Holy Spirit.” Regarding those being
anointed and prayed for are the following prayers: that they “will be
strengthened and filled with God’s grace, that you may know the healing
power of the Spirit” and that “our loving God give you the inward
anointing of the Holy Spirit.”
Another example of a corporate liturgy that focuses specifically on
the work of the Holy Spirit is found in a recent two-volume collection of
Celtic Daily Prayer and called “Liturgy of the Holy Spirit.” 65 Overall, this
liturgy is a liturgy for healing, faith, and spiritual gifts in a corporate
setting and focused on a communal experience of the Holy Spirit. When
recalling the numerous kinds of supernatural healings accomplished by
Jesus and asking for further miracles and spiritual gifts there is the
repeated collective refrain: “Help us grow our confidence in Your
power.” The liturgy concludes with a song to the Holy Spirit written by
the New Zealand poet James K. Baxter.

Conclusion
From the scriptural and historic background of liturgy, to examples
throughout liturgical worship, it is clear that pneumatology plays an
important role in traditional corporate worship. As shown in this study,
Holy Spirit empowerment has been present in traditional worship from
the very beginning and is built into the fabric of the liturgies of
traditional churches today. As Patrick Regan rightly claims, “the
presence of the Spirit pervades liturgical celebration in its entirety.”
This claim is supported by the three places highlighted above of the Holy
Spirit’s role in liturgy: regularly celebrating Eucharist, annually
commemorating the day of Pentecost, and occasional services of
confirmation/chrismation. Although each major liturgical tradition
varies, they all express in one way or another the role and empowerment
of the Holy Spirit in corporate worship. Spoken, read, sung, prayed, and
proclaimed by the countless faithful who have gone before us, liturgy is a
key place for the work of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is the overall
source and sustainer of liturgical worship, making Jesus present in the
Eucharist, while unifying worshippers and empowering them for
mission.
Although sometimes mistaken as incompatible entities, the work of
the Holy Spirit goes hand in hand with participation in liturgy. In the
words of Ashanin, “Liturgy . . . is a vehicle of the Holy Spirit.” 66 In effect,
the Holy Spirit brings the liturgy to life and prevents traditional worship
from becoming ineffective and merely symbolic. 67 For Pentecostal
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theologian Chris Green, traditional Christian liturgy must be empowered
by the Holy Spirit, and if not, it is meaningless.68 Green recognizes the
cohesion of Holy Spirit empowerment with liturgical worship and
provides an insightful reflection for those from non-liturgical traditions,
Pentecostals in particular:
In spite of what many Pentecostals fear, this insistence on
liturgical exactness does not necessarily hamper, much less
extinguish, spontaneous, Spirit-impelled activity. Against those
Pentecostals who believe liturgical order unnecessary and
dangerous, we should insist that the proper use of liturgy rightly
orients Pentecostal worship and so powerfully invigorates it.
Against those who believe the service needs to be designed to
“bring the symbols to life,” we should maintain that the
sacraments live already by virtue of God’s word of promise and
the Spirit who brings those promises to reality. 69

Green’s perspective essentially holds together the tension between
old and new expressions of Christian worship and suggests that older
traditions have much to offer. Although frequent repetition of prescribed
prayers can lead some to become desensitized and detached, there is
compounding value in the rhythms and routines of liturgical prayer that
unites a community of faith together in their worship, especially when
one is reminded of the Holy Spirit’s role in liturgy.
The Spirit-empowered content of liturgy is important but so too is
the shape of liturgy itself. As Andrew Wilson correctly points out,
“Corporate worship is not a series of unrelated practices thrown together
without sequence; our liturgy tells a story, and the shape of this story
forms our imagination at least as much as the practices do.” 70
Traditional Christian liturgy is Spirit-empowered because it regularly
recalls in clarity the power of the Holy Spirit in the past, affirms it in the
present, and looks forward to it in the eschatological future. When we
recognize the Holy Spirit’s role and empowerment in traditional worship
we do not have to trade liturgy for liberty but can retain and explore both
together. 71
Seth Whitaker (swhitaker@oru.edu) is an online Adjunct
Lecturer for Oral Roberts University, Tulsa, Oklahoma, USA,
and a PhD Candidate (New Testament) at the University of St.
Andrews, Scotland.

66 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

Notes:
1 Louis Weil, “The Holy Spirit: Source of Unity in the Liturgy,” Anglican Theological
Review 83:3 (2001), 412.

Thomas McKenzie, The Anglican Way: A Guidebook (Nashville: Colony Catherine,
2014), 51.

2

Additionally, whole collections of psalms may be linked to worship at the Jerusalem
temple. The Asaph psalms (Pss 50; 73–83), for example, may be identified with
Asaph because of his connection to David and his role as a temple singer (cf. Neh
7:49; 12:46; 1 Chron 16:6; 2 Chron 29:30). Further support for the singing of psalms
at the Jerusalem temple may be found in 2 Chron 29:27–30; Isa 66:20 LXX; Sir
47:8–9; and 11QPsa (11Q5) xxvii.

3

For a thorough comparison of the Psalms in early Jewish and Christian tradition,
see Eric Werner, The Sacred Bridge: The Interdependence of Liturgy and Music in
Synagogue and Church During the First Millennium (London: Dennis Dobson,
1959). For studies of the earliest Christian liturgies and their Jewish roots see Louis
Bouyer, Eucharist: Theology and Spirituality of the Eucharistic Prayer (Notre
Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame, 1989); Gregory Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy
(London: Dacre Press, 1945).

4

Midr. Teh. 24:3; 57:4; Mekhilta of Rabbi Yishmael 15:1. Esther M. Menn, “Sweet
Singer of Israel: David and the Psalms in Early Judaism,” in Psalms in Community:
Jewish and Christian Textual, Liturgical, and Artistic Traditions, eds. Harold W.
Attridge and Margot E. Fassler (Atlanta: SBL, 2003), 68.

5

6

Charles Ashanin, “Holy Spirit in the Liturgy,” Encounter 34:4 (1973), 354–55.

For an introduction to liturgical sources and families, see J. M. Neale and R. F.
Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and Basil, and
the Church of Malabar, 7th ed. (London: Griffth Farran, 1869), xi–xvii.

7

8 In regard to its exposure to Scripture―which is sometimes a criticism of liturgical
traditions―the liturgy St. John Chrysostom contains approximately ninety-eight
quotations from the Old Testament and 114 from the New Testament. Paul
Evdokimov, L’ Orthodoxie, Bibliothèque Théologique (Neuchâtel: Delachaux et
Niestlé, 1965), 241.

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 130.

9

John 16:13: “When the Spirit of truth comes, he will guide you into all the truth; for
he will not speak on his own, but will speak whatever he hears, and he will declare to
you the things that are to come” (NRSV). Here, Ware finds support from Georges
Florovsky and in the similar words of Vladimir Lossky who says, “Tradition is the life
of the Holy Spirit in the Church.” Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church (London:
Penguin, 1964), 207.
10

11

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 206.

12

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 253.

13

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 246.

Spirit-Empowered Liturgy | 67

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, The Spirit of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 2000), 7, 173.
14

15

Ratzinger, The Spirit of the Liturgy, 7.

Raniero Cantalamessa and Marsha Daigle-Williamson, Sober Intoxication of the
Spirit (Cincinnati: Servant Books, 2005), 55.
16

17

Ratzinger, The Spirit of the Liturgy, 101–4.

18

McKenzie, The Anglican Way, 50.

19

Frank E. Wilson, Faith and Practice (New York: Morehouse-Barlow, 1939), 107.

20

Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy, 267.

“He [the Holy Spirit] calls to mind the entire history of faith and of God, and shows
them to be eschatologically fulfilled through the presence of the risen Lord in the
midst of the community.” Patrick Regan, “Pneumatological and Eschatological
Aspects of Liturgical Celebration,” Worship 51:4 (1977), 348.
21

22

Robert W. Jensen, “Liturgy of the Spirit,” Lutheran Quarterly 26:2 (1974), 190.

Chris E. Green, Toward a Pentecostal Theology of the Lord’s Supper (Cleveland,
TN: CPT Press, 2012), 323–24.

23

24

Green, Toward a Pentecostal Theology of the Lord’s Supper, 49, 324.

Regan, “Pneumatological and Eschatological Aspects of Liturgical Celebration,”
333.
25

“Worship, for the Orthodox Church, is nothing else than ‘heaven on earth.’ The
Holy Liturgy is something that embraces two worlds at once, for both in heaven and
on earth the Liturgy is one and the same.” Ware, The Orthodox Church, 270.
“[Christian worship] is the worship of an open heaven . . . to celebrate the Eucharist
means to enter into the openness of a glorification of God that embraces both heaven
and earth, an openness effected by the Cross and Resurrection.” Ratzinger, The Spirit
of the Liturgy, 49.
26

“[The Spirit] joins the earthly liturgy of the Church to the heavenly liturgy of
Christ.” Regan, “Pneumatological and Eschatological Aspects of Liturgical
Celebration,” 348.

27

“In the eucharistic worship of the church, the Spirit actualizes the past through
remembrance (anamnesis) and anticipates the future (prolepsis) when created things
are transfigured. . . .” Simon Chan, Liturgical Theology: The Church as Worshiping
Community (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2006), 37.
28

Although each section of the eucharistic prayers is separate and plays a different
role for Catholics and Anglicans, all three sections are indivisible and act as a single
prayer for Orthodox Christians. Ware, The Orthodox Church, 287–88. For the full
breakdown of the liturgy outside of the eucharistic prayers for the Eastern Orthodox
Churches, see the Ware, The Orthodox Church, 290. The order of elements of the
liturgy of the Sacrament ultimately varies depending on the tradition.

29

“The Spirit is the one who prompts thanksgiving and memorial at the Eucharist,
and who makes what has been gratefully remembered a present reality in the
community.” Regan, “Pneumatological and Eschatological Aspects of Liturgical
Celebration,” 348.

30

68 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

31

Weil, “The Holy Spirit: Source of Unity in the Liturgy,” 413.

Eastern Orthodox Church, Service of the Divine and Sacred Liturgy of Our Holy
Father John Chrysostom (London: J. Masters, 1866), 49.
32

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 24.

33

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal: Renewed by Decree of the Most Holy
Second Ecumenical Council of the Vatican, Promulgated by Authority of Pope Paul
VI and Revised at the Direction of Pope John Paul II (Chicago: Liturgy Training
Publications, 2011), 646.

34

35

Jensen, “Liturgy of the Spirit,” 194–95.

36

Weil, “The Holy Spirit: Source of Unity in the Liturgy,” 414.

Or, as Charles Ashanin puts it, “the Holy Spirit is the Reality of God through which
God bears witness to His Son.” Ashanin, “Holy Spirit in the Liturgy,” 357.

37

Charles Hefling and Cynthia Shattuck, The Oxford Guide to The Book of Common
Prayer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 465.

38

For Pentecostal theologian Chris Green, “The Eucharist-event must be a liturgy of
the Spirit. If it is to be all it is meant to be, the Communion rite must be baptized in
and filled with the Spirit.” Green, Toward a Pentecostal Theology of the Lord’s
Supper, 323.

39

Regan, “Pneumatological and Eschatological Aspects of Liturgical Celebration,”
349.

40

41

Cantalamessa and Daigle-Williamson, Sober Intoxication of the Spirit, 116.

Eastern Orthodox Church, Book of Divine Prayers and Services of the Catholic
Orthodox Church of Christ (New York: The Blackshaw Press, 1938), 999.

42

Eastern Orthodox Church, Book of Divine Prayers and Services of the Catholic
Orthodox Church of Christ, 995.

43

44 Eastern Orthodox Church, Orthodox Daily Prayers (South Canaan, PA: St.
Tikhon’s Seminary Press, 1982), 5–6; idem., Book of Divine Prayers and Services of
the Catholic Orthodox Church of Christ, 999.
45 The Catholic Church, Catechism of the Catholic Church. Second Edition. Revised
in Accordance with the Official Latin Text Promulgated by Pope John Paul II
(Washington, D.C.: United States Catholic Conference, 2000), 642.
46

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 208–9.

47

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 678–79.

The Episcopal Church, The Book of Common Prayer and Administration of the
Sacraments and Other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church (New York: Church
Hymnal Corp, 1979), 247, 255, 380.
48

49

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 285.

50

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 285.

51

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 1132.

52

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 1132.

Spirit-Empowered Liturgy | 69

The Episcopal Church, The Book of Common Prayer and Administration of the
Sacraments and Other Rites and Ceremonies of the Church, 309.

53

54

Ware, The Orthodox Church, 246.

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 136–37.
55

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 115.

56

57 The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 487. A version of this prayer is also found
in Church of England, Alternative Services, Second Series: An Order for Holy
Communion (London: Cambridge University Press, 1967), 9.
58

The Catholic Church, The Roman Missal, 653.

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 11.

59

Neale and Littledale, The Liturgies of SS. Mark, James, Clement, Chrysostom and
Basil, and the Church of Malabar, 25.

60

61

Weil, “The Holy Spirit: Source of Unity in the Liturgy,” 413.

“The action of the Spirit in our liturgical prayer is to compel us toward the unity
that God wills.” Weil, “The Holy Spirit: Source of Unity in the Liturgy,” 414.

62

“The sacraments are gifts given to the Church as a whole to sanctify individuals;
charisms are gifts given to individuals to sanctify the whole Church.” Cantalamessa
and Daigle-Williamson, Sober Intoxication of the Spirit, 58–62.

63

64

Anointing of the sick also happens during the sacrament of Last Rites, given at the
time of death.
The Northumbria Community Trust, Celtic Daily Prayer Book Two: Farther Up
and Farther In (Glasgow: William Collins, 2015), 1077–82.

65

66

Ashanin, “Holy Spirit in the Liturgy,” 359.

“The pneumatological aspect of the liturgy, like the Spirit himself, is invisible,
intangible, incorporeal, unobjectified; yet all-pervasive. . . . In the Spirit, then,
liturgical words and gestures acquire the clarity, transparency and radiance of the
Risen One, and are prevented from being merely objects.” Regan, “Pneumatological
and Eschatological Aspects of Liturgical Celebration,” 349.
67

68

Green, Toward a Pentecostal Theology of the Lord’s Supper, 250.

69

Green, Toward a Pentecostal Theology of the Lord’s Supper, 251.

Andrew Wilson, Spirit and Sacrament: An Invitation to Eucharismatic Worship
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2019), 84.

70

71

ORU itself represents a good example of this exchange of traditional and
contemporary worship. In his 1973 article, Kevin Ranaghan captures a time when
ORU experienced a liturgical renewal that was comprised of a deep interest and
appreciation in sacramentalism and liturgy. Under the spiritual leadership of Robert
Stamps, the campus chaplain from 1968–1981, campus life at ORU held a strong
emphasis on Holy Communion, weekly vespers in the dining hall, and daily Eucharist
in the prayer tower. There was a liturgical framework that was blended with
Pentecostal hymns and a space for praying and singing in tongues. There is also

70 | Spiritus Vol 7, No 1

record of traditional Christian initiation on campus that included a procession
around campus with a processional cross, torch bearers, and a thurifer, that was
completed by baptism and anointing with oil in the university pool. Many at ORU
have sought early church traditions, explored the historical roots of Christian
worship, and were able to blend them in an effective way. Kevin M. Ranaghan, “The
Liturgical Renewal at Oral Roberts University,” Studia Liturgica 9:3 (1973), 122–36.

Spirit-Empowered Liturgy | 71

Please consider preserving your Pentecostal-Charismatic or ORU related
materials at the HSRC. Contact hsrc@oru.edu to find out more.

72

An Examination of New Apostolic
Movement Terminology
Correlating the Five-Fold Ministry and the
Bureaucratic Management Model
Spiritus 7.1 (2022) 73–95

http://digitalshowcase.oru.edu/spiritus/
© The Author(s) 2022

Volker Krüger

Keywords NAR movement, apostolic leadership model,
comparative analysis, organizational theory
Abstract
There is a new understanding within the PentecostalCharismatic tradition of the five-fold ministry role as a
concept for deploying effective leadership. The so-called
New Apostolic Reformation (NAR) movement establishes
an alternative approach within today’s Christianity, one that
is noticeably different from the traditional leadership
models in Protestantism, Roman Catholicism, and the
evangelical traditions. The model argues that churches and
Christian ministries need effective leadership models that
are theologically grounded in the doctrine of the offices of
apostle and the five-fold ministry as described in the New
Testament. The NAR model is a church governance concept
that claims to be suitable for practical use. However, to date,
there are no valuable, concrete, detailed case studies in the
academic literature about the new movement’s actual
leadership practice. Therefore, this article promotes an
interdisciplinary dialogue and uses a method of correlating
the NAR’s polity with organizational theory in the business
environment.

Introduction
There is a new understanding within the Pentecostal-Charismatic
tradition of the apostolic role as a concept for deploying effective
leadership. The so-called New Apostolic Reformation (NAR) movement
establishes an alternative approach within today’s Christianity, one that
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is noticeably different from the traditional leadership models in
Protestantism, Roman Catholicism, and the evangelical traditions. The
leadership model of this movement is a church governance concept that
represents a genuine approach and claims to be suitable for practical use.
The model argues that churches and Christian ministries need effective
leadership models that are theologically grounded in the doctrine of the
office of the apostle, as described in the New Testament. Its fundamental
concept, which rejects traditional denominationalism, is the
understanding that the offices of church governance that have fallen into
disuse, those of especially the apostle and the other five-fold ministries—
evangelist, teacher, shepherd, and prophet—are being restored in the
church today. 1
Todd Johnson, Professor of Global Christianity and Director of the
Center for Global Christianity at Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary,
expects that there will be millions of Christians identifying with the neocharismatic and apostolic movements within the next several years. 2 A
recent study conducted by Johnson confirms his estimation determining
a substantial numerical growth of what he calls the Spirit-empowered
Movement: from 1900 to 2020, the adherents of Pentecostal and
Charismatic movements increased at nearly four times the growth rate of
global Christianity. 3 World-wide, there are 644 million believers in the
Spirit-empowered Movement representing 26% of all Christians.
Currently, Spirit-empowered believers comprise one-quarter of the
entire Christian tradition, which are expected to increase to one-third by
the year 2050. 4 Although Johnson does not specifically refer to the NAR
movement in his figures, he includes two sub-categories under NeoCharismatics: Apostolic and Other Non-Charismatic Networks, which
appear to be synonymous with this classification. They are predicted to
have an estimated 125 million adherents by the year 2050—from
currently 34 and 47 million believers, respectively. The fact that
Johnson, in his research, refers to Apostolic churches and to NonCharismatic Networks as categories of their own, indicates that these
classifications are no longer unusual but appear to be developing their
own momentum.
This article’s main proposition is that the NAR model is a church
governance concept that might be suitable for practical use. There is still
a great need to explain the doctrine of the apostolic model and its central
scholar, the American Charles Peter Wagner.5 He was the movement’s
acknowledged founder and scholarly father. Whether the apostolic
model is genuine, in the sense that it is operable, is critically examined in
this article. How serious and authentic is the NAR approach in its
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applicability? How solid is this distinctive model in practice? Is it
relevant and workable?
It would therefore be helpful to examine a case study of NAR
churches’ actual practice and the apostolic leadership model. Such a case
study would involve an empirical inquiry to critically analyze the actual
practice of certain dimensions within a real-life context and would be
based on an in-depth investigation of reference objects that examine the
mechanism of the underlying principles. In Wagner’s work, some good
first introductions are found. Churchquake! How the New Apostolic
Reformation Is Shaking up the Church as We Know It 6 and The New
Apostolic Churches7 examine elements of Wagner’s NAR belief system
and offer a few examples of Christian churches and ministries within the
NAR movement that exemplify dimensions of the NAR movement as
identified by him. These contributions date back to the 1990s. The
Australian David Cartledge offers, for instance, the inside story of a local
church developing during the 1990s from a very small congregation to a
globally influential movement. 8 To date, however, there are no
additional comprehensive, theological case studies in the academic
literature about the NAR movement’s actual leadership practice. One
reason for this lack of academic material on NAR case study examples
can be attributed to its history; it is a relatively young movement.
Theologians are only now beginning to critically examine the NAR
movement and their main scholars, so that NAR doctrine and an
examination of the actual practice is slowly finding its way into the
academic discussions.

Reversed Method of Correlation
The actual practice and experience of business organizations is used
instead by reviewing their underlying leadership principles in order to
analyze the suitability of the NAR leadership model for practice. I have
chosen the method of correlation that promotes an interdisciplinary
dialogue and endeavors to correlate two distinct fields in a bilateral way.
The correlation is used as a framework to examine the NAR approach
further from a practical perspective. The intention is to establish a
dialogue between NAR theology and organizational theory, relating NAR
doctrine to non-theological terminology by engaging in a process of
establishing a conversation between the Christian belief system and
contemporary experience. Using this method to analyze the relationship
between these two fields permits a stimulating analogy. 9 This
correlation, or to use the livelier metaphor, conversation, further
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advances the understanding of the five-fold ministry organizational
leadership mechanism.10
The theological use of the method of correlation is closely identified
with Paul Tillich, who takes questions and concerns from one field and
engages them with the resources and responses from the other field. 11
Tillich believes that a theological system’s task is to declare the
truthfulness of the Christian gospel and to interpret it for each new
generation. He points out that “[t]he method of correlation explains the
contents of the Christian faith through existential questions and
theological answers in mutual interdependence.”12 Tillich, in his first
volume of Systematic Theology, describes his principal understanding
thus: “Theology formulates the questions implied in human existence,
and theology formulates the answers implied in divine self-manifestation
under the guidance of the questions implied in human existence.”13
Since God answers human existential questions, the task of
theology using the correlation method is to analyze the questions in
the human situation and cultural context in which the theologian is
working, including the culture’s scientific expressions, and to make
clear how the Christian message has answers. 14 Hammond notes that
Tillich “attempts to correlate the various analyses of the human
predicament produced in modern culture with the answers provided by
the symbols used in the Christian message.” 15 Tillich combines the basic
truths of Christian belief with the situation in which people would get
this message. Ahn explains, “In brief, Tillich’s method of correlation is a
dialectical approach that seeks to identify and realize the
interdependence between the ultimate questions brought up in an
existential situation and the answers given in the Christian message.” 16
Tillich writes, “Experience is the medium through which the sources
‘speak’ to us, through which we can receive them.”17 He employs the
method of using Christian sources to interpret specific questions by
using the correlation approach to explore a contemporary situation with
the help of the Christian faith. The effective direction in Tillich’s
methodical concept is apparent: he uses Christian practices in order to
understand a contemporary question.
However, Tillich’s model is altered in this article by using the
practice of organizational theory in order to illuminate Christian
terminology. In this article, I do not use Christian practices, i.e., the
dimension of NAR leadership practice, to understand organizational
theory. Instead, Tillich’s method is reversed so that traditional Christian
terminology, like apostle and prophet, will be interpreted in the light of
contemporary knowledge. 18 The methodology is to contemplate some
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noticeable aspects of the correlation between organizational theory and
NAR teachings. Five bureaucratic functions from organizational theory
are introduced in the following paragraphs. These are well established in
business organizations’ actual practice, having proven their suitability
for practical use, and they are fully operable. Correlating these functions
with those of the five-fold ministry will help to analyze the NAR
leadership model’s suitability for practice.

Principal Concerns against Organizational Theory
It has already been argued above that practicing good leadership
concepts has always been a crucial issue for any organization, for
business enterprises as well as Christian churches, for profit
organizations and for non-profit entities, for secular and for
ecclesiastical organizations. However, there are limitations in any
analogy’s comparability. There is a tradition of theologians who argue
that theology must not be mixed with organizational theory and that
business principles cannot be applied to theological questions: “Business
is business, and you must not mix business with religion.” 19 Cavanaugh
stresses that these two spheres are “two essentially distinct types of
human endeavour that have somehow gotten mixed up together. The
church, whose business is religion alone, has overstepped its
boundaries.”20 Lagace states, “Mention the words religion and business
in one breath, and chances are good that someone will take offense. It’s a
common conviction within most Western societies that the two do not
and should not be mixed—ever.” 21 Tracey points out, “Religion has been
largely neglected in the study of organizations and management.”22 He
assumes, “This may be because religion is considered too far removed
from the commercial organizations that form the empirical focus of
much work in the discipline, or simply because it is deemed too
sensitive.”23 Keith Elford, a Bishop Emeritus of the Free Methodist
Church, reports, “A few years ago, I had a conversation with a bishop
about the role of ideas derived from management and organization
studies in the Church of England. His response was sceptical, and he
remarked that the church is not an organization, but an organism.” 24 I
appreciate these concerns against applying organizational theory to
theology and questions of church practice. 25
However, Paul Tracey, Professor of Innovation and Organization at
Cambridge Judge Business School, argues, “Given the profound role that
religion continues to play in contemporary societies, it is surprising that
management researchers have not explored the intersection between
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religion and organization in a more meaningful and determined way.” 26
A correlative approach contributes to a dialogue between organizational
theory and theology in a positive manner.
Elford comes to the conclusion, shared by me, that, “Organizational
theory does indeed have something to offer the church. But I have a
proviso, which is that the church must approach organization theory and
its associated practices with care and discernment and bring them into a
productive dialogue with the church’s own insights, experiences and
wisdom.” 27 It is my belief that contrasting the core leadership principles
of organizational theory and NAR doctrine illustrates how church polity
can function in actual practice. Moreover, when correlating
organizational functional roles with NAR doctrinal terminology, the fact
that two very different spheres are examined and that verbatim identity
does not exist must be considered. 28 The functional roles of a business
organization are not congruent with the roles of the five-fold ministry.
The intended correlations can be useful conceptual bridges, allowing me
to illuminate the NAR new leadership systems in the established
framework of the business world. 29 The examinations of the correlations
can describe a possible relationship between the two spheres and
indicate how the functions from these two different spheres interact in
selective attributes. 30 Establishing such mutual relationships between
the business roles and NAR terminology will enable me to look for
sufficient correspondence showing initial evidence of some correlating
dimensions.
The first step is a very brief introduction to organizational theory,
followed by an analysis of five functional roles within a business
enterprise that are characteristic for traditional, top-down, hierarchical
company structures. In a next step, the functional structures are
correlated with the five-fold ministry functions, allowing for a
conversation between these two different spheres. Finally, I will offer a
brief outlook of a biblical perspective of the NAR model.

Drawing from Organizational Theory:
The Bureaucratic Model
Organizational theory is part of the study of business administration and
examines the design, relationships, and structures of business
organizations, which are a collection of people working together to
achieve common objectives. 31 Part of organizational theory is the
question of how the organizational structure functions as a system to
describe how specific activities are focused in order to accomplish the
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organization’s aims. This can include various functions and
responsibilities. The organizational structure also determines how
information flows between levels within the company. Having an
organizational structure in place allows business enterprises to be
efficient and focused. Companies of varying magnitudes use
organizational structures, and an efficient organizational structure will
outline each employee’s job and how it fits into the overall company
organization. The structure sets out who does what, so that the business
enterprise can achieve its objectives. It can be illustrated in various types
of charts or diagrams; organizational theory has developed various
concepts, such as the functional top-down chart, the divisional structure
chart, the matrix organizational chart, and the flat organizational chart. 32
However, this article focuses only on the most traditional hierarchy,
the functional top-down pyramid, in which the most powerful members
of the organization sit at the top, while those with the least amount of
power are at the bottom. 33 Anderson points out, “The functional
structure is arguably the most common and well-known hierarchical
structure.”34 Having a clear organizational structure improves efficiency
and provides clarity for everyone at every level within the business
enterprise. 35 It is also referred to as a bureaucratic organizational
structure; it divides up a business enterprise based on its workforce’s
specializations. 36 This functional organization structure is a hierarchical
approach in which employees are grouped by their area of specialization
and supervised by a functional manager with expertise in that same
area. 37 This expertise helps to utilize, direct, and coach employees
effectively in their functional departments, which ultimately helps the
business enterprise to achieve its business objectives.

A Functional Structure of the Organization
In the following, the article concentrates on functional organizational
roles within a business enterprise, which are briefly introduced: 38
•
•
•
•
•

Executive Director
Sales and Marketing Director
Quality Director
Personnel Director
Director for Strategy Development.

Organizational theory has also developed other functional roles within a
business enterprise, such as the purchasing or the finance director.
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However, the focus is only on the five roles listed above, as, in my
opinion, these five organizational positions are particularly relevant and,
correlating them to the five ministry roles of the NAR’s leadership
model, expedites the further development of the article. The reason for
this choice, which results from the literature review, is to make
connections between the five-fold ministry and the five organizational
functions. Analyzing these five organizational functions that have proven
to be suitable for practical use in the business world and correlating
them with the five-fold ministry’s functions provides assistance in
analyzing the NAR leadership model’s suitability for practice in the
Christian context.
A brief analysis of these positions in such a functional
organizational structure reveals that the executive director’s role is to
take responsibility for the overall development of the business
enterprise. The executive director directs the company’s operations and
the entire team, ensuring that the company achieves its mission and
objectives. He is the highest ranking executive in a business enterprise or
company and has the ultimate responsibility for making key managerial
decisions. 39
The sales and marketing director of a business enterprise is
responsible for building and developing the business relationships with
existing and potential customers by ensuring that his sales team reaches
its sales objectives. His responsibilities include developing key growth
sales strategies and appropriate action plans. A marketing message
contains methods of communicating the company’s products’ features to
customers.40
The quality director’s central role is to ensure that the company’s
products comply with the defined product quality parameters. Therefore,
he plans, directs, and coordinates his quality assurance team and
formulates the business enterprise’s quality control policies. He is
responsible for the implementation of, and consistent adherence to,
quality standards by developing quality policies and procedures for all
the functions and departments that are involved with or related to
producing the company’s outputs. 41
The personnel director oversees a very important component of a
successful company—a motivated, productive, thriving workforce. Cole
points out, “Where personnel is recognised as having a major part to play
in the renewal and maturation processes of the organizational system,
then the Personnel Manager will be given a key role in the corporate
development of the organization.” 42 This includes viewing people as
human assets and not as costs to the organization, and includes
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coordinating employees, requiring professional competence in human
resource management, and proactively contributing to solving business
problems.
The director for strategy development determines the business’s
direction and how it will get there. Strategy discussions include the
business enterprise’s purpose and values and focus on setting the
company’s medium- and long-term targets. The director for strategy
development has overall responsibility for valuing and achieving the
company owner’s set goals by developing and communicating a
supportive business strategy. 43
As the proprietor of the business enterprise is often not directly
involved in the business on a daily basis, the executive director might
report to the chairman of the supervisory board who represents the
owner’s wishes. Separating the chairman from day-to-day operations
helps the supervisory board to sustain a longer-term and more objective
view and thus empowers them to make wise decisions in terms of
stewardship. The executive director also benefits from this by having
access to wise feedback.44
In addition to the five functions, a further expression of
organizational theory is highlighted, namely the term production site,
which is intended for use in these correlations. A business enterprise’s
various production sites are those functional areas or branches of the
company that are responsible for turning inputs in terms of the
dedicated workforce and goods into finished outputs through a sequence
of production processes. 45 Each production site is headed by a manager
who is responsible for his local group and supported by some team subleaders. The proprietor sends and empowers the chairman of the
supervisory board, who in turn appoints the executive director and
empowers him with the authority necessary to run the business
enterprise effectively. All the directors have a unique specialization and
are experts in their particular field of competence. 46
Having briefly analyzed functional roles in business organizations,
the dimensions of these key roles are correlated to the elements of the
functional roles of the NAR leadership model in the following section.
The core responsibilities of the chosen five directorial positions have
been highlighted and how each of the functions contributes to the
development of a business organization has been examined. This
introduction provides a solid basis for proceeding to the NAR’s
theological leadership. Thereby, I will examine especially the leadership
model developed by the American Charles Peter Wagner as he was
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arguably the NAR movement’s acknowledged founder and scholarly
father.

Correlating Functional Structures and the Five-Fold
Ministries
The intention in this section is to establish a relationship between
organizational theory, especially the bureaucratic leadership model, and
the NAR approach. The practice of organizational theory as introduced
in the previous section and the terminology of the Christian NAR
movement are referred to by using a comparison between terms that
seem to have some similar dimensions and attributes in order to explain
the principal ideas of the NAR leadership model. The functional
organization of a business enterprise and its key roles, which were
introduced in the previous section, can selectively be correlated with
certain dimensions of the functions of the five-fold ministry and the
apostolic model. Therefore, the practice of the business functions is
related to the insights of the NAR belief system and how the two spheres
interact in selective attributes will be evaluated. These correlations are
not arbitrary, but subject to my individual discretion. This allows it to be
shown that there may be sufficient correlations. Table 1 presents an
overview of the correlations that are established in the following sections
of this article.
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The NAR’s ecclesiastical understanding is that the government of
the Christian church began with Jesus Christ, who is similar to the
proprietor of a business enterprise, the owner of the church with his
kingdom authority. As Wagner states, “A well-known hymn states that
‘the church’s one foundation is Jesus Christ her Lord.’ This is obviously
true in a general, theological sense because there would be no church at
all without the person and work of Jesus Christ.” 47 The church mimics
and follows the organic life of his body by being made up of earthly
people who are symbiotically connected in the practice of the new life
they have received from Jesus Christ.
The Holy Spirit anoints a person with the gift of apostleship, which
recalls one of the responsibilities of the chairman of the supervisory
board who appoints the executive director, equipping him with all
necessary authorities. Wagner underlines the role of the Holy Spirit by
arguing, “As I have said more than once, the most radical difference
between what I am calling new apostolic Christianity and traditional
Christianity revolves around the amount of authority the Holy Spirit is
perceived to delegate to individuals.”48 Furthermore, “Apostle is a
spiritual gift.” 49 And, “I refer to the five ascension gifts as ‘foundational’
or ‘governmental’ or ‘equipping’ offices.” 50 It is the NAR movement’s
understanding that an apostle is not self-appointed nor is he elected by
any organization, but instead is equipped with an apostolic ascension gift
by the Holy Spirit. 51 However, in the business world, the chairman
appoints only the executive director, whereas NAR teaching presumes
that the Holy Spirit anoints every minister of the five-fold team. This
consideration shows that the correlation is not fully congruent.
The executive director has a very holistic perspective on the entire
business enterprise. He is concerned with all the principal processes
inside the company, as well as the environment in which his business is
embedded, and excels at executing strategies for further advancing all
business activities. I discover a possible conceptual similarity: if this
business term is correlated to NAR doctrine, the apostle has a complete
overview of the churches within his network. He understands the bigger
picture of what is spiritually happening, including that which is beyond
his personal sphere of influence, and works strongly in executing
pioneering work, laying foundations, and providing the framework for
the further development of churches and Christian ministries. Wagner
defines twelve activities that apostles typically perform: receiving
revelations, casting visions, birthing new things, imparting unto others,
building projects, governing for order, teaching believers, sending for
expansion, finishing projects and godly seasons, waging spiritual
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warfare, aligning generations, and equipping believers for the work of
the Christian ministry.52 However, another dimension of apostleship is
not addressed by NAR scholars at all, which is the aspect of payment.
While the executive director receives a salary from the business
enterprise, the NAR literature does not offer any discussion about how
an apostle might earn his livelihood. This example indicates the critical
difficulties with making such correlations.
Some attributes of the role of the evangelist might be analogous to
the function of the sales and marketing director, who is primarily
responsible for explaining the benefits of the company’s products and
selling them to customers. To correlate a few dimensions of these two
roles, the evangelist as a function of the five-fold ministry team develops
relationships with non-Christians and establishes a means of
communicating the features of the kingdom of God to people. 53 As
Wagner claims, “A person with the gift of evangelist, for example, doesn’t
just lead one person to Christ here and there, but ministers regularly and
powerfully in leading unbelievers to Christ. The gift of evangelist,
therefore, becomes a personal attribute, a part of their constitution, their
spiritual DNA, and not just a fleeting ability used in occasional
situations.” 54 An evangelist does not only concentrate on reaching out to
non-Christians but also has a strong anointing to train other Christians
who have evangelism skills. This dimension reminds me of another
responsibility of the sales and marketing director, who also attends to
those who are already customers. Moreover, I detect a limitation of the
correlation: when a non-Christian becomes a believer, it is quite likely
that this person will join a local congregation. Then, it is no longer the
responsibility of the evangelist to look after this Christian, but the pastor
will take over. The customers of the sales and marketing director do not
become members of the company the sales director represents, and it
will be the sales and marketing director who will continue to service
these customers.
Part of the role of the quality director, who is responsible for
ensuring that all the work processes and people produce the required
quality level for all the company’s products, offers some initial evidence
of an existing correlation with the role of the teacher. The teacher is
deeply grounded in the Bible, which he uses as the ultimate guideline for
all activities and doctrinal matters in the congregation and within the
five-fold ministry team. The author DeVries, an adherent of the Apostolic
movement, argues, “The teacher has a burden of knowledge
impartation. . . . The teacher will dig into detailed meanings of Old- and
New-Testament truth treasures, setting these out with depth. . . . God
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given knowledge is a holy insurance policy against perishing. Their focus
is different from what a pastor excels in—which is shepherding and care
of people with loving them through difficulties in life’s complexities.”55
The teacher functions as an assurance of quality against doctrinal
deviations and distortions.
The functional role of the personnel director, who is focused on the
solicitous and careful management of all employees, including hiring and
firing, appraisal interviews, and human resource development, seems to
offer sufficient evidence of a relationship with the selective correlating
dimensions of the function of a pastor who looks after the well-being of
the people in his congregation. What are their current needs? Or
worries? What are the personal topics and challenges that everybody
brings with them to church? 56 Wagner emphasizes this: “New apostolic
pastors take the biblical analogy of the sheep and the shepherd seriously.
On a given day, the sheep do not decide where they will go to find food.
The pastor makes the decision, and the sheep will follow the pastor.” 57 A
pastor, from Latin meaning shepherd, therefore advises and counsels the
people in his congregation. However, the correlation does not consider
the dimensions of the underlying relationship: in the context of the
business world, the personnel director has concern for the employees
because of contractual relationships, which refer to his own employment
contract and also the working contracts of the employees. In the
dimension of church practice, while the pastor might have a working
contract and is paid for his concern, the ties of the members of the
congregation are based on a covenantal relationship. This aspect
illustrates the limitations of the correlations that were discussed above.
By analogy to the role of the director for strategy development, who
is responsible for defining the business enterprise’s direction and how it
will get there, I recognize adequate correlations in some dimensions of
the role of a prophet. The prophet receives guidance and advice from
Christ about where the church is spiritually, what Christ has planned for
its future development, and how the congregation will get there. 58
Wagner emphasizes,
Although we can all hear from God, the prophets are the most
specifically designated individuals to hear God’s voice. It is their
role to receive and make known the divine message directed to
God’s people. But most prophets will themselves admit that they
have little idea of what to do with most of the words they receive.
It is the apostle, working hand in hand with prophets, who has
the task of setting in order and implementing what God wants
done on earth in a certain season. 59
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A prophet is a believer who has been chosen by Jesus to relay the
messages that God wants Christians to hear. To correlate aspects of these
two different spheres, similar to the director for strategy development
who communicates his information to the executive director and the
team of directors, the prophet communicates godly information to the
apostle and the entire five-fold ministry team for further evaluation and
verification. As argued above, it is the core responsibility of the director
for strategy development to advance strategic plans about the status of
the business organization and how to move on. 60 The other directors of
the management team will take part in such a discussion and contribute
ideas on a possible implementation strategy. In a similar way, the
prophet receives strategic revelation from Christ, which the prophet then
communicates to the five-fold team for further discussion. What is, for
instance, the current status of a church? What could be a way forward?
Thereby, the five-fold team members will consider the strategic
prophetic word as well as their personal observations and own
evaluations in order to define an effective strategy. On the other hand,
this example also reveals a limitation of the correlation: the prophet is
requested to transport godly revelation to the apostolic team, where the
external source of information is a supernatural authority, namely Jesus
Christ through his Holy Spirit. However, the task of the director for
strategy development is to propose a strategy based on an internal
source, namely his very own human endeavours and considerations. This
aspect shows the need to be careful in correlating organizational
functional roles with NAR doctrinal terminology too closely.
The expression production site, which was mentioned above, shows
some appropriate evidence of correlation with NAR doctrine. A business
enterprise’s different production sites produce the various components
needed for the company’s overall product. Workers and engineers work
in close collaboration at the particular site, in a respectful company
culture, in order to achieve their common goals. Professionalism and
positive teamwork are the cornerstones of the production site manager’s
responsibility. Similarly, the kingdom of God consists of many local
churches and Christian ministries (various production sites), which are
part of a local apostolic network (entire business enterprise), in which
local leaders, like the local pastor and deacons (production site manager
and sub-team leaders), look to the apostle (executive director) for
spiritual covering and, as Wagner states, “are comfortable under the
authority of that particular apostle,” 61 being fully accountable to him.
This section has offered sufficient evidence of a number of adequate
correlations and indicated possible analogies between organizational
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functions in business enterprises and some dimensions of the functional
leadership roles of the five-fold ministry. It was argued previously that
the current debate on the NAR movement indicates that there are very
different views and opinions, which may be unclear because they are
based on a limited understanding of the NAR’s doctrine. In order to clear
up some of the vague ideas concerning NAR doctrine and to critically
examine the NAR leadership model’s suitability for practice, use has
been made of the actual practice and experience of business
organizations by reviewing their underlying leadership roles. The chosen
correlations indicate how some dimensions of the five functions of the
NAR leadership model may function in actual practice. Some
correlations of the two spheres show strong similarities between the
dimensions of functional roles being compared, whereas other aspects
have to be treated with caution. Despite the principal limitations of
correlations, the comparisons that have been made are of help to
illuminate the apostolic five-fold leadership systems in light of an
established framework of business practice.

Initial Outlook: A Biblical Examination of the Apostolic
Leadership Structure
These correlations are useful conceptual bridges, allowing me to offer an
initial biblical perspective on the NAR leadership model. The analogies
of organizational functions in business enterprises have illuminated the
apostolic leadership principles, which are briefly examined in the
following section. Particularly, the understanding of the role of apostles
is pivotal to the NAR movement. Wagner places a solid focus on this
ministry gift, because he understands an apostle to be very much a
foundational function, whereby the apostle is the primus inter pares
among the five-fold ministry functions. Having in mind the analogy of an
executive director, an apostle is a Christian who advocates an important
belief system and is sent out to construct the kingdom of God here on
earth. Hence, it is Peter Wagner’s belief that an apostle (and likewise the
other four ministry offices, which will not further be examined in the
following for reasons of space) in the twenty-first century, “is not self–
appointed or elected by any ecclesiastical body, but is chosen by the Lord
Himself.”62 These callings are termed ascension gifts by Wagner, and
are to be distinguished from other charisms.63 He distinguishes between
the practice of the spiritual gifts of the Holy Spirit, which form a central
element of Pentecostal-Charismatic movements, and the offices of the
five-fold ministry, which Wagner calls “foundational or governmental
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offices.” 64 If a born-again, Spirit-filled Christian is able to exercise a
certain gift of the Holy Spirit, it does not mean that he or she has
automatically attained one of the offices of five-fold ministry. The
Pentecostal movement claims that Christians are, for instance, all
encouraged to prophesy, whereby prophecy is a gift referred to in, e.g., 1
Corinthians 14.65 Wagner argues above and beyond that just because a
Christian is using the gift of prophecy, it does not mean that he or she
should be designated as a prophet as a position in the church. The same
applies, according to Wagner, to those who are using the gifts of
evangelism, teaching, and pastoring. The exercise of these gifts should be
encouraged in every Christian, but designating someone to the office of
evangelist, teacher, or pastor is only done after some time so that the
person’s gifts, calling, and character can be verified and they can be fully
entrusted with that office.66
Wagner argues that the five ministry functions are distributed as a
sovereign act by Jesus Christ himself to the members of the body,
namely the universal church, and are supernatural gifts for training the
churches and Christians so that they can carry out God’s ideas and
principles in the world. He stresses that the apostle Paul describes these
gifts of the post-ascension Christ to his church in Ephesians 4:11. In fact,
these gifts literally are the people themselves, not the charisms of 1
Corinthians 12:4–11.67
Wagner also distinguishes between governmental authority in the
local church and the ministry offices: overseers and deacons (as
mentioned, for instance, in the New Testament in Phil 1:1) are
governmental functions of the local church. However, the five-fold
ministry offices of apostle, prophet, evangelist, shepherd, and teacher are
ministry offices given as gifts by Jesus Christ to an individual, in order to
equip the church and Christians for ministry. The elders are the
authority at the local level. 68 Apostles were and, according to Wagner,
still are commissioned by Jesus Christ to establish the kingdom of God,
to strengthen the Christians in various places, and to be a voice of
authority among a plurality of local churches. All members of the fivefold ministry should be a part of their own local churches and thus, be
accountable in turn to their local pastor and congregation. 69
According to Wagner, apostles have a spiritual gifting and special
job, combined with exemplary characters. An apostle has followers who
recognize the gift and willingly submit to the apostle’s spiritual authority.
An apostolic ministry is defined by central tasks, such as receiving
revelation, transmitting a vision, pioneering, establishing a functioning
polity, discipling, sending off, and activating God’s blessings in others, as
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well as aligning generations and equipping Christians in local
churches.70
Wagner therefore arrives at the following definition of the office of
apostle: “An apostle is a Christian leader, gifted, taught, commissioned,
and sent by God with the authority to establish the foundational
government of the church within an assigned sphere of ministry by
hearing what the Spirit is saying to the churches and by setting things in
order accordingly for the growth and maturity of the church and for the
extension of the kingdom of God.” 71
It is thus one of Wagner’s principal understandings that apostles
have very special authority. They are not at the top because they have
successfully climbed the church ladder; they are in that position because
they were able to build a relationship and trust with others around them,
who then awarded them leadership responsibility.
A part of Wagner’s definition of an apostle is “setting things in
order.” Apostles often distinguish themselves by performing
supernatural spiritual works, such as signs and wonders, planting
churches, appointing and overseeing local church pastors and elders,
settling disputes in churches, applying discipline, providing spiritual
cover for other leaders, suffering physical persecution, attracting and
distributing financial resources, casting out demons, breaking the curses
of witchcraft, and frequent fasting. All these elements could be expected
from an apostle and are common in Wagner’s belief system.72
My brief analysis has shown that the movement’s central scholar,
Peter Wagner, argues that churches and Christian ministries need
effective leadership models that are theologically grounded in the
doctrine of the ongoing office of apostle, as described in the Bible. The
movement’s fundamental concept is the understanding that the
previously defunct governmental office of New Testament polity, namely
the office of the apostle as depicted in the New Testament, is being
reassigned.
It is to be noted, however, that the concept of a continuation of
apostleship is strongly rejected by some theologians and denominations.
This cessationism is the idea that, “All the miraculous gifts and
ministries died out with the first-generation apostles and when the
Scripture was completed.” 73 This refers to gifts of the Holy Spirit like
speaking in tongues and also includes the ministry roles like apostles and
prophets. American pastor John MacArthur is arguably the most
renowned theologian for cessationism today. 74
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Conclusion
This article shows an alternative method for further illuminating the
understanding of the NAR movement’s church governance doctrine, by
using an analogy of the principals of the five-fold ministry and its
functional mechanism. It uses a method of correlating selected
dimensions of the NAR’s polity and organizational theory in the business
environment.
The purpose of introducing this correlation was to establish a
framework for critically examining the NAR’s leadership mechanism
from a practical perspective. This is an interdisciplinary aspect of my
research work, which draws on organizational analysis. Part of this
theory is the question, as has been argued, of organizational structure,
which is a system that shows how specific activities are carried out in a
company. Five functional roles from a business enterprise have been
introduced and correlated in detail with the five functional roles of the
NAR movement: the executive director (apostle), the sales and
marketing director (evangelist), the quality director (teacher), the
personnel director (pastor), and the director for strategy development
(prophet). I argue that this examination has shown an acceptable level of
correspondence with satisfactory correlations between certain
dimensions of the business world and the NAR approach. However, I
believe that while correlations can be useful, they have an inherent
limitation that analogies and the established relationships between the
two spheres A and B could either be appropriate or might perhaps be
misleading.75 Based on the correlations, some initial principles of the
NAR concept and a biblical perspective were shown arguing that
churches need effective leadership models that are theologically
grounded in the doctrine of the ongoing office of apostle, as described in
the New Testament.
Thereby, I come to the conclusion that there is a need to test and
verify the applicability of the NAR approach in actual practice. I have
argued above that the academic literature does not yet contain any
detailed case studies on the NAR movement’s actual apostolic leadership
practice. Further research work should therefore undertake case studies
with the aim of creating a clearer understanding of the NAR leadership
model’s suitability for practice.
Moreover, although an analogy has been drawn between the central
functional roles within business enterprises and the five-fold ministry
team, an important, practical question remains unanswered. In a
company, the executive director is accountable to the chairman of the
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supervisory board or the owner of the company. Resane continues this
analogy by summarizing, “The apostolic networks have one leader, who
gathers around him an apostolic team that voluntarily submits to the
final authority of one leader—the primus inter pares (first among the
equals).” 76 If the apostle is the final authority, then to whom does he
report? Hence, the key question still is: to whom is the apostle in turn
accountable? Ultimately, according to the NAR’s doctrinal belief system,
to the Holy Spirit and to Jesus Christ. But manifest here on earth? This is
a question that is to be examined in more depth in future research work.
Concluding this article, it is argued that the correlations have
advanced the understanding of the five-fold ministry’s organizational
leadership mechanism and indicated that the five-fold ministry model is
genuine, in the sense that it appears to be suitable for practical use and is
operable.
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Abstract
This article delves into original source material from the
Azusa Street Revival to rekindle an awareness of the heavy
emphasis that participants placed on humility as a deep and
vibrant experience, both as a precondition for receiving the
fullness of the Spirit and as an ongoing Pentecostal
encounter. Re-lighting the Pentecostal fire is necessary to
respond to the struggles of the movement in North America
where disillusionment with “triumphalism” has created an
uncertain future. Voices from the past and present echo the
imperative that the Holy Spirit experience should be
balanced by personal sacrifice. A revival of deep selfsurrender is a key for the movement to adequately address
the challenges of the twenty-first century.

Introduction
“God has always sought a humble people. He can use no other.”1 Los
Angeles, California, is unlikely to be associated with humility, yet it would
become the epicenter of a significant doctrinal emphasis on this virtue as
God’s power and presence were made known to those who would come to
the meetings associated with William Seymour. The Azusa Street revival
that launched the modern Pentecostal movement articulated a profound
humility in faith and practice; however, this humble disposition may be all
but unrecognizable to contemporary audiences due to a counterproductive
emphasis on victory common to the movement.2 This article highlights the
little-explored depth of the experience of humility at Azusa Street.3 Early
Pentecostals of the Apostolic Faith Mission expressed their practice of the
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cross through a deep encounter of humility. Recapturing this history is vital
in facing the challenges of postmodernity.

Effects of Pentecostal Trumphalism
Pentecostalism is struggling among the white population in North
America even while it grows among other demographics within the same
region.4 David J. Courey identifies the problem as a failed sense of
triumphalism that has caused recent generations to judge the idea of the
“victorious Christian life” as incapable. 5 North American Pentecostalism
is experiencing a “crisis of truth”; however, the current triumphant
personality renders the movement unable to meet present and future
demands. 6 To restore credibility, Pentecostalism in this region must
reinvent itself to reach the postmodern world.7
To understand the problem requires familiarity with
Pentecostalism. The surface problem is the movement’s stagnation
among the white population. However, the source of the problem is
observed through the perspectives of its third and fourth generations,
which became disenfranchised by a distinct narrative.8 The Pentecostal
soteriological message is that salvation and Spirit baptism produce a
victorious life.9 Veli-Matti Kärkkäinen observes:
Pentecostal-Charismatic Christianity has reintroduced to
Christian spirituality an ideal of victorious Christian living, an
intensive faith expectation, and an emphasis on spiritual power
to overcome problems. The attitude of “overcoming” is
characteristic of Pentecostal and Charismatic preaching. 10

These descriptive qualities are what Courey categorizes as
“triumphalism.” This mindset involves social and cultural implications,
not the least those witnessed in faith and politics. As an example,
Pentecostals tend to make extraordinary, assertive healing claims. When
healing efforts are successful, they become a testimony of the victorious
life; however, failed attempts at healing may lead to disappointment and
even marginalization. 11 This is an example of the kind of cognitive
dissonance required by Pentecostals. On the one hand, victorious claims
are retained philosophically; but on the other hand, expectations of
attaining these claims have shifted to accommodate the failure of the
experience.12 The result is that the movement has “lost credibility . . .
[and] . . . is in danger of fading into the oblivion of institutionalism.” 13
The present danger of “throwing out the Pentecostal baby with the
Pentecostal bathwater” is a real threat to its future.14
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Luther, Azusa Street, and the Cross
To counter this failed Pentecostal triumphalism, Courey proposes an
application of Martin Luther’s theology of the cross, which, at its core, is a
theology that eschews human triumph.15 A generalization of Luther’s
theologia crucis is that it is a revelation of God that exposes humanity. In
part, this revelation is the recognition that God is known not in works or
glory but suffering—specifically, that of Christ. To meet God is to meet
Christ at the cross and to share in the sufferings of Jesus.
Pentecostals express great affection for the cross, but the question is
raised whether the movement has “plumbed the depths of its
meaning.”16 Perhaps the best way to understand how this Lutheran
particular might apply to Pentecostalism is through understanding its
doctrinal antithesis, which Luther identifies as a “theology of glory.” The
contrast between these theological opposites is summarized as follows:
“The human tendency is to delight in the power and the glory, but the
cross reminds us that worship begins where God has shown himself to be
for us, that he has entered into our pain and deigns in Word and
sacrament to be found by faith.” 17 The question rightly becomes whether
Pentecostalism is inseparable from a theology of glory. 18 Luther’s thesis
is that those who pursue the theology of glory never attain Christ because
God is hidden in suffering. 19
It would be an error to minimize the presence of victory and glory as
part of the Azusa Street experience. However, the mission maintained a
balance between power and humility, resulting from their approach to
the cross. Although it was a lightly articulated doctrine, the cross was a
critical element presented potently. An example of this is expressed in an
appeal in the Apostolic Faith from October 1906:
Jesus was not only nailed to the cross but hung there till He died.
He did not come down from the cross as they told Him to do,
though He had the power to do so. So with us, when we are
crucified with Christ, we should not come down and live for self
again, but stay on the cross. A constant death to self is the way to
follow our Master. 20

Herein, attention is placed on the fullness of the experience of
suffering and death. In this sermonette, the cross is a type of identifier
with Christ, representing the human experience—that one must be in
continuous self-denial. This language not only shares traits of Azusa
participants’ views on sanctification, but is also synonymous with their
approach toward humility. Abraham F. Joseph states, “Humility is at the
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core of the hermeneutical principle known as the theologia crucis, the
cross-centered theology of Luther.” 21 Therefore, while there are stark
distinctions between Lutheran and Pentecostal views of the cross,
humility, a shared link between the theologia crucis and practice at
Azusa Street, becomes the bridge connecting the two.
Early Pentecostals understood that a close identification with the
cross was necessary to retain their anointing, and subsequently their
sense of victory. 22 Azusa’s view of the cross was most prominently
articulated by the testimony of humility that permeated every function.
While these believers most certainly did assert manifestations of glory
and powers of victory, the intention was that these experiences would be
tempered by personal humility.

Humility at Azusa Street
Early participants of Pentecost in the “Nazareth of Los Angeles” viewed
their humble circumstances as a defining mark of God’s move.23 The
location itself was humble; congregants would gather at the Azusa Street
mission in the summer heat, and unpleasant odors were at times so severe
that one visitor reported the lack of ventilation to the health department. 24
However, the people embraced the humility of their environment,
believing that the glory of God “should have the humblest
surroundings.”25
Witnesses’ first impressions of the Azusa Street revival paint a vivid
picture of profound humility among the worshippers, and seekers of the
Pentecostal experience at the Apostolic Faith Mission quickly became
aware of the unique spirit of humility and self-surrender that filled the
sanctuary. William Durham acknowledged, “The first thing that
impressed me was the love and unity that prevailed in the meeting, and
the heavenly sweetness that filled the very air that I breathed.”26 Louis
Osterberg remarks:
From the first time I entered I was struck by the blessed spirit
that prevailed in the meeting, such a feeling of unity and humility
among the children of God. And before the meeting was over, I
was fully satisfied and convinced that it was the mighty power of
God that was working. 27

The pervasive atmosphere of humility was distinct and inseparable
from the visitation of the Holy Spirit. Another observer remarked on
this, reporting that the humble hearts were the most striking element of
the experience to such an extent that hopeful visitors were prompted to
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seek not only tongues and Holy Spirit baptism but also a life-altering
encounter of humility. 28 Gary McGee rightly assesses that the secret to
their power was “brokenness, repentance, and humility.” 29
This evidenced humility was powerful and noteworthy enough that
the early writers of the movement considered it a vital behavior, both as
a vibrant spiritual force and a precondition for receiving Holy Spirit
baptism. David Michel notes, “Humility . . . came to be regarded as a de
facto requirement for the reception of Pentecostal baptism.” 30 The
Apostolic Faith Mission assessed a steep spiritual cost from seekers—
they had to demonstrate the fruit of humility as a means of preparation.
Frank Bartleman described this, saying, “A body must be prepared, in
repentance and humility, for every outpouring of the Spirit.” 31 The
breaking process was somber; an attendee would either leave the
mission prematurely, unable to surrender fully, or depart a completely
humbled and changed person.
Numerous accounts from various areas justify the assertion that
humility was widely experienced among early seekers of Pentecost.
Brother Hill’s written testimony that before receiving his Pentecostal
evidence, he had first “humbled himself,” is reflective of many reports
that a humbling encounter was a precursor to receiving the Spirit’s
baptism. 32 In another instance, A. S. Copley remarked that “Christians
needed to be humble in order for God to trust them with these gifts.”33
Arthur Booth-Clibborn asserted, “Any cheapening of the price of
Pentecost would be a disaster of untold magnitude.”34 The accounts are
many that provide a clear indication that wherever the movement
spread, a profoundly humbling process of self-surrender preceded and
accompanied the reception of Pentecost. In Bartleman’s words, “pride
and self-assertion, self-importance and self-esteem, could not survive
there. The religious ego preached its own funeral sermon quickly.” 35
This process of profound humility not only preceded the baptism of
the Holy Spirit but also followed it. Various testimonies in The Apostolic
Faith affirm that “the baptism of the Holy Spirit makes you more humble
and filled with divine love and the graces and fruits of the Spirit are
manifest,” 36 and “the more of the Holy Ghost you have, the more love,
the more humility” 37 participants exhibited. Those who received God’s
infilling presence frequently came under conviction to apologize and
reconcile wrongs from their past. These gestures included paying off old
debts, extending forgiveness, burying personal animosity and strife, and
on at least one occasion, confessing a crime to law enforcement. 38 A
poignant testimony of this sort came from the pen of G. A. Cook, whose
experience with humility at his reception of Pentecost spurred him to
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seek out various individuals asking for forgiveness for even such offenses
as having used “harsh words and criticism.” Cook recounted that he
broke into tears while remembering instances like these, even while
traveling to work. He explained that “power with God meant deep
humility in our dealings with our fellow creatures.” 39 Clearly, the work
of humility served not only as a precondition of Holy Spirit baptism but
as a life-changing expression of grace that the Spirit’s inward presence
enhanced.
Early Pentecostals believed that if they failed to remain in a state of
humility, God would no longer use them.40 Even shortly after the initial
outpouring, participants had the awareness to guard against selfimportance, which could ruin the movement’s momentum.41 The
baptism of the Holy Spirit was not the end goal but instead was intended
to be a gateway for believers to further their experiences of humility and
self-surrender. In 1908, two years after the initial outpouring, optimism
for the Spirit’s further works coincided with a call to “sink down in
deeper humility.” 42 William Durham affirms that continued moves of
God would be realized only on these terms:
The call of God to His people now is to humble themselves . . .
and wait till His power is restored. The great question is, will
men see the plan of God, and yield to it? Will men get down in
humility at Jesus’ feet, and pray and wait till He restores His full,
Pentecostal power? Let God’s people everywhere . . . begin to
seek in deep, true humility. 43

In Durham’s view, only the beginnings of Pentecostal restoration were
experienced at Azusa Street, with abject humility considered a vital
element of full power in further outpourings.

Divine Glory through Human Humility
The most prominent threat to the stability of the movement was not the
opponents but its adherents. Self-assertiveness was a noted hindrance
that worked against the Spirit. To avoid personal glory, the Apostolic
Faith endeavored to prevent personal credit, making a conscious choice
not to list an editor; instead, they noted that all editor-in-chief
responsibilities were conceded to God. 44 Names were kept to a
minimum, often only ascribing proper citation to letters received from
outside Los Angeles. The workers who published the newspaper did not
solicit donations to cover the printing and mailing thousands of copies
free of charge. 45 Likewise, the facility rental was secured only by
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offerings prompted by the leading of the Holy Spirit. The belief was that
if God willed meetings and publications, he would provide the monies. 46
During the meetings, the Holy Spirit’s “liturgy” stood in contrast to
standard church practice. The gatherings were largely unprogrammed
with no preplanned announcements, or altar calls. They did not have
musical instruments, choir, or arranged singing. Perhaps most distinct
was the absence of a planned sermon or even an expected speaker. The
congregants listened to the voice of God through whichever servant he
used. Services were approached as a blank slate with participants waiting
for the Holy Spirit’s guidance. They engaged in songs spontaneously as
led by the Spirit. On the occasions when it was necessary to gain the
audience’s attention for an announcement, the petitioner of God’s time
did so with fear and trembling.47 Preachers who spoke knew precisely
when to discontinue the sermon.48 Establishing expectations for
services at the Azusa sanctuary would have been to introduce the flesh, a
practice too dangerous on that sacred ground. 49 Practitioners of the
work were keenly aware that if they ever lost their unique character and
organized, becoming like other churches, the movement would be lost. 50
Humility worked in these people in such a way that the seeker
became not only concerned to offend the Lord but also shared a deep
sensitivity in their treatment of one another. The fellowship intentionally
avoided creating class distinctions among members based on social,
racial, or economic standing or perceived spiritual attainment.51 This
Pentecostal community viewed itself as God’s little children, brothers
and sisters, belonging together. 52 In the early days, the Azusa sanctuary
had no raised platform to exalt any person at the meeting, nor was there
a pulpit present to distinguish one servant from another. 53 Neither
denominational credentials nor academic distinctions were recognized;
all participants were required to learn anew from God. If any wanted to
consider themselves a minister, they must display servant qualities,
become like Christ, and wash others’ feet. 54

Unity in Diversity through Humility
The Pentecostal restoration challenged social boundaries that had
restricted the church in the United States. The early mission drew from
various ethnic backgrounds, with minorities serving in many of the most
visible roles of the revival,55 and there was great diversity among the
congregants, whom Bartleman describes as anchored in the “sea of pure
divine love.”56
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Women and men alike were noted for their humility, recognizing
the blessing as a critical function of the movement. Also representative of
the experience was a variety of ages. Elderly members reported profound
encounters with the Spirit; meanwhile, children also received the Spirit’s
baptism, accompanied by remarkable evidence of humility. Joseph
Robbins wrote from Alliance, Ohio, of many young people who were
baptized and blessed by the Holy Spirit. He concluded his remarks by
stating, “Humility is manifest to high and low alike.” 57 Attendees from
various denominational and theological streams participated in the early
Pentecostal meetings. Worshipers entered from multiple Protestant
traditions, including Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran, Presbyterian, and
Holiness, and several attestations noted the participation of Catholics.
The early seekers were aware that this humble circumstance
facilitated God’s move. The Apostolic Faith acknowledged that the
revival likely would have never gained traction nor diversity had it
started in an upscale church, 58 but instead, it came to those who were
the most receptive to God’s power—ethnic minorities, the poor, women,
children, the sick, and even the formerly incarcerated.
Descriptions of the church disciplinary process are sparse in the
earliest Azusa Street histories, likely due to unity induced by selfsurrender. The people’s humility made them cautious to avoid
interfering in God’s work and led them to entrust matters of correction
to the Holy Spirit. One congregant who identified herself as a “mother in
Israel” gave a cautious yet remarkable exhortation regarding discipline:
Don’t try to prune one another. Jesus says, “I am the vine and my
Father is the husbandman. Every branch in me that beareth not
fruit, he purgeth it.” Let Him do the pruning and purging. If you
see a brother or sister doing anything you do not approve of,
instead of blazing it abroad, get down on your knees. 59

Relinquishing control to the Holy Spirit in discipline is consistent
with the broader experience of self-denial witnessed by the mission’s
testimonies.
Other evidence of church discipline appears in the Apostolic Faith’s
admonition to “overlook each other’s faults,” and at the most, handle
faults in love and meekness. 60 Given their intense personal breaking
process, members had full awareness of the Spirit’s disciplinary
capability. Therefore, it was consistent for the people to wait on God to
deal with disciplinary matters since other vital elements of the mission’s
operation were also surrendered to the Spirit’s direction.
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The believers’ confidence in the Holy Spirit to handle discipline
freed them up to concentrate on unity and love. The Spirit’s influence
enabled this new Pentecostal community to operate with a remarkable
charity and harmony despite many obstacles. 61 Members were
conscious of the marvelous unity, but also first-time visitors to the
meetings instantly recognized a unique intimacy and harmony.
This tenderness was not unique to the Apostolic Faith Mission; it
was a shared experience of early Pentecostals elsewhere. In San
Francisco, such a profound sense of unity enveloped the observers that
they would even seek the blessing of a “bridled tongue” to participate in
that bond. 62 Further up the West Coast in Oregon, a believer wrote of
the Pentecost-induced atmosphere of cooperation within the
congregation, noting, “such a humble people, such love and unity I never
saw.” 63
The Apostolic Faith also records a homily on the importance of love
and unity, emphasizing the need for a humble appreciation for all
participants:
If you want to see God work in power, see a people that are living
in love and unity and harmony; but if the devil can get in and
divide the people of God and sow dissension among them, then
God cannot work. I have five fingers on my hand. One is a little
one, but if I cut this little one, it will hurt the whole body. So the
least member in the body is just as necessary as the greatest.
(The greatest member is the most humble one.) Every Bloodwashed soul is a member of the body. We cannot reject one
without hurting the whole body. If you cut the little finger, it goes
right to the heart and every member suffers. 64

To potentially disrupt this unity would be to grieve the Spirit. Such
cases prompted a distinct conviction in the very moment of the
inappropriate thought or word powerful enough to cause “strong men
[to] lie for hours under the mighty power of God, cut down like grass.”65
Their sense of love was so pure that it became unimaginable for
members to hurt their Savior or each other. This exceptional unity could
only exist in part through the supernatural gift of humility embraced by
these gatherers.
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Humility and the Clergy
The breaking process required to receive God’s gifts was often nearly
unbearable, and it could be even more intense for clergy than for
laypeople. Preachers suffered especially traumatic altar experiences
because God often had to work through a prouder exterior to bring them
to Pentecostal humility. As Bartleman describes, “It is hard for preachers
to get the ‘baptism.’ They must die to so much self-ability, activity, etc. It
puts self absolutely out of business. To become nothing is too hard for
them. They may lose their position, support, reputation. . . .” 66 It was too
steep a risk for some. The Apostolic Faith also reflects:
There have been those who have sought for the baptism and
could not get it, because they did not come humbly as a little
babe. They did not give up their doctrines and opinions; they did
not empty out so they could get the filling . . . some came like
men and women with plenty of knowledge and did not empty
out. 67

In these instances, clergymen did not receive the baptism because they
fought to retain their self-importance regarding their abilities, education,
and dogma. The cost of becoming truly humble required such an intense
experience of surrender that some clergy refused the price of Pentecostal
admission.
It was not only unnamed or lesser-known clergy who encountered
personal humility; Seymour and Bartleman, critical figures in the
movement, are also recorded as having experienced humility. William
Durham says of Seymour:
He is the meekest man I ever met. He walks and talks with God.
His power is in his weakness. He seems to maintain a helpless
dependence on God and is as simple-hearted as a little child, and
at the same time is so filled with God that you feel the love and
power every time you get near him. 68

Many other accounts of Seymour’s humility are recorded by
Bartleman, while further evidence is supplied in many letters sent to the
Apostolic Faith.
Bartleman was also broken enough to eschew self-regard. He
expressed a feeling of shame when others gave a favorable report about
him. To avoid pride, he burned “no less than” 500 letters he had
received, many from high-profile religious leaders.69 He remarked that
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his prior sermons, which he had previously considered to be wellconstructed and technically sound, now “nauseated” him as he reflected
over them.70 His Holy Spirit-led experience impelled him to forget any
good things that he had ever considered himself to have done. Instead,
he viewed himself as though he had accomplished nothing, esteeming
only God and the cross.
Ministers who desired to receive the spiritual gifts and then carry
the message of Pentecost home to their local fields of ministry faced the
challenge of guarding against becoming a local celebrity. Bartleman gives
one account of what happened when a minister allowed his pride to
interfere with God’s work:
But God brought him down. The Spirit convicted him and he fell
in a heap. He almost jarred the building when he fell. He lay
under a bench for five hours and began to see himself as God saw
him. The Spirit took him all to pieces and showed him his pride,
ambition, etc. Finally he got up, without a word, and went home.
There he locked himself in his room and remained until God met
him. He came out from that interview meek as a little lamb, and
confessed his shortcomings. The hindrance was out of the way
and the meetings swept on in power. 71

The precondition of the power of God moving was this process of
being completely emptied of self. Ministers did not merely acknowledge
the need for humility intellectually and theologically; they suffered a
tangible experience of agony with God as their pride was exposed to
them, leaving them helpless and childlike.72
An extreme measure of self-reflection was not unique in Pentecostal
beginnings. Bartleman records how it was the standard for preachers
who submitted themselves to the humbling process, seeking all that God
had to offer:
The leaders, or pastors, will be seen most of the time on their
faces on the floor. We saw some wonderful things in those days.
Even very good men came to abhor themselves in the clearer
light of God. The preachers died the hardest. They had so much
to die to. So much reputation and good works. But when God got
through with them they gladly turned a new page and chapter.
That was one reason they fought so hard. Death is not at all a
pleasant experience. And strong men die hard. 73

The humbling encounter with the cross remained consistent as the
movement spread out from its origins in Los Angeles. The Apostolic
Faith records testimonies from others writing to the mission, such as
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that of Brother Rosa, a minister who wrote of his experience in
Oklahoma:
I was too proud as a minister of the Gospel to humble myself in a
lowly mission and let ladies pray over me for the gift of the Holy
Ghost, and I had in my mind what people would think of me. But
the third day, as I arose to testify in the audience, the only words
I could say were: “What does God think of me?” Then I could
only weep for some minutes and the power of God came upon me
until I dropped to the floor. I was under the power of God for
about an hour and a half, and it was there that all pride, and self,
and conceit disappeared, and I was really dead to the world. 74

Bartleman describes the impact of these encounters further, saying,
“The fact is when a man gets to the place where he really loves obscurity,
where he does not care to preach, and where he would rather sit in the
back seat than on the platform, then God can lift him up and use him,
and not very much before.” 75 In the most primitive scenario of the
movement, one could not be a minister without evidence of humility
displayed by the deprecation of all honor for the cleric.
Decades later, those who took part in this process continued to
express the impact of the experience. Recollecting on her experience at
Azusa Street thirty years following the peak of those meetings, Emma
Cotton reminisces, “I remember those days; I feel like going down into
the dust of humility, if only to bring back that old-time Power. I am
willing to give my life.”76 In reflection, humility was still remembered as
a crucial link to the power experienced there. The overpowering
expression of humility was often the key to repentance and receptiveness
to baptism in the Spirit and ongoing spiritual communion with God and
fellow congregants. Harold Hunter acknowledges, “It was evident that
humility was a mark of this genuine faith.”77
The painful process of crucifixion in the form of submitting oneself
to humility permeated the practice of all who received these God-given
graces. As long as Christians remained spiritually “fastened to the cross,”
an instrument of shame, their perpetual self-denial allowed them to
avoid pride and facilitate the movement’s growth.
The picture presented in these early accounts of a movement
birthed through painful encounters with the cross might seem foreign to
modern Pentecostalism’s triumphal personality. However, to these
recipients of the Holy Spirit’s visitation, the victorious life could only be
witnessed by death to self, which prompted a deep personal humility.
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Contemporary Emphasis
Modern Pentecostal scholarship supports the need for humility as a
continuous virtue in the Spirit-filled life. The goal of the Holy Spirit
encounter is not merely a manifestation of glory or a spiritual gift, but
“participation in the life of God.”78 Accordingly, when Pentecostal gifts
are seen as an end rather than a means, spiritual pride—“one of the
greatest dangers to the Christian life” 79—becomes a harmful presence.
Steven Land rightly observes the potential of Pentecostal circles to
develop a sense of spiritual pride and superiority over those who are
perceived to have not partaken in the full experience of the Holy Spirit.
This mindset leads to a class distinction between Christians, something
that was unacceptable at Azusa Street. 80 Daniel Castelo expresses that
Pentecostals tend to be louder than other Christians attempting to wear
spirituality as a “badge of honor.” 81 However, when the Holy Spirit is
truly at work, an awareness of God dwelling within creates a sense of
humility that works against this type of arrogance. 82
Writers recognize that the gift of tongues, which is perhaps the most
distinguishing mark of the movement, is a source of humility, which
should serve as an example to adherents. Pentecostal prayer is a
humbling experience. Those who receive this gift are removed from their
comfort zone as the Spirit gives a divine tongue.83 Tony Richie reflects
on the humbling awe that is prompted by the Spirit’s work:
Speaking in tongues exemplifies the way much of Christian
spirituality functions. Higher, heavenly treasures of the Holy
Spirit are transposed into earthly, human vessels. Christian
spirituality in general and particularly glossolalia has this strange
and sometimes confusing mix of the divine and sublime with the
human and humble. It is crucial to discern both aspects united in
action and recognize that God has chosen to bestow the heights
of spiritual experience on lowly beings fraught with human
frailties. 84

Steven Studebaker describes this reality even more starkly, stating that
the practitioner is reduced to what would seem like a “babbling idiot” in
a humbling form of prayer in the Pentecostal experience of tongues. Selfwill and even self-control become displaced by the Holy Spirit’s
“linguistic humility.” 85
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Justice through Humility
An additional challenge to Pentecostals has been raised by Jürgen
Moltmann, who rightly identified that the charismata or gifts should
serve to enable Pentecostals to confront the modern world’s problems. 86
Pentecostals acknowledge that humility is crucial in maintaining the
church’s mission, including implementing justice in the present world.
As N. T. Wright puts it, the task is “to borrow from God’s future in order
to change the way things are in the present.”87 This justice includes a
social dimension that should serve as an equalizer of human worth,
dignity, and community participation. 88 The church should seek
equality grounded in the principle that all people share the image of
God.89 This notion of justice was inherent to the Pentecostal experience
at Azusa Street that prompted members to embrace a diverse
community.
Early Pentecostals understood that the key to deconstructing many
social boundaries of their day was their humility. The results are
observed in the reports from the mission that equated all human life,
ethnic, racial, gender, and economic. Contemporary scholars likewise
contend that humility and social justice work together. Daniel Groody
argues that in the same way a loss of humility jeopardizes the character
of the movement, so the neglect of social justice risks losing the effect of
the gospel on humanity. 90 Land concurs that justice and humility are
inseparable qualities of the church’s mission.91 Therefore, if the Spiritfilled church meets Moltmann’s challenge to be agents of society’s
transformation, humility is an essential trait. 92 Each of these confirms
the role that humility should be playing in actualizing the church’s
mission.
Understanding the correlation of the missional aspects of humility
and justice places Pentecostalism in a better position to confront the
culture and the uncertain future. While embracing these social principles
is not the sole key to answering postmodern concerns, it remains vital to
communicating to the disenfranchised generations that the movement is
willing to wake up and reassert its credibility while demonstrating a
more realistic view of victory. Addressing the potential of a Spirit-led
organism, Frank Macchia claims:
The eschatological freedom of the Spirit burst open human
biases and oppressive structures. The unity of Pentecost aims to
conquer injustice and hate with justice and compassion. It is not
arrogant and self-serving but humble and obedient. It is
respectful and tolerant of differences. It glorifies God rather than
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deifies the creature. It is free and not oppressive. In this unity,
people will discover their true dignity as bearers of the divine
image. 93

Herein, Macchia makes a vital connection between humility and the
glorious potential of the Spirit. The eschatological freedom that one
might consider synonymous with the “victorious life” is not one that, as
Macchia describes it, is self-serving. Instead, a victorious life is one that
is humble while glorifying God. Under these conditions, a theology of
glory may coexist with a theology of the cross in a vibrant
Pentecostalism.
These ideas are challenging and may be difficult to absorb and
implement in an entrenched Pentecostal culture. However, to answer the
call of redefinition and bridge the gap between earlier generations to a
modern flourishing mindset, the movement needs to address these
matters.
As James K. A. Smith contends, Pentecostal scholarship must
operate under Holy Ghost anointing and boldness to develop a
worldview philosophy not found merely within an academic crisis but
instead flowing from our unique spirituality. 94 These matters include
“an eschatological orientation to mission and justice, both expressed in
terms of empowerment,” with an absolute “preferential option for the
marginalized.”95
Within the same context of developing a Spirit-filled concept of
social justice, Estrelda Alexander rightly observes that due to historical
resistance, Pentecostal scholarship has, at times, been restrained by the
institutions it serves—denominations, seminaries, and churches. 96 This
resistance is due to a culture that gave preference to the Spirit’s leading
over an academic approach. However, the Pentecostal church must meet
the demands of a disappointed, post-Christendom society. To achieve
this, contends Alexander, the movement, with humility, must affirm the
value of scholarship, particularly by Pentecostal academics who have
received the Holy Spirit’s gifts, and allow them room to develop an
attitude of social justice. The result will bring Pentecostalism much more
aligned with what she defines as the divine requirement of “justice,
mercy and humility.”97

Conclusion
Rather than appealing only to Lutheran theology to answer modern
challenges, Pentecostals are well-served to examine their foundations at
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Azusa Street and draw on that heritage to identify their response to and
reform of triumphalism. Early Pentecostals’ tremendous testimony of
humility was essential to the movement’s birth, and the voices of those at
Azusa warn of the consequences should this key attribute be lost. The
profound approach to the cross adopted by Azusa Street adherents was
articulated through experience, the preferred method of communication
among those in the primitive movement. This deep encounter with
humility at Azusa as a developed view of the cross is of benefit to
Pentecostals today.
In the United States today, Pentecostalism packages and markets a
“victorious Christian life” with the Holy Spirit’s baptism, a stark contrast
to the Azusa Street experience marked by spiritual death to self.
Returning to a posture focused on self-surrender rather than personal
triumph will help the church connect with the postmodern world that
emphasizes social justice. To remain relevant, the church must continue
to formulate and adapt its missiological and social perspectives. While a
return to these principles of humility and the cross may not meet all the
challenges presented to modern Pentecostalism, it does respond at least
in part to the demands raised in this study. A renewed emphasis on
humility instead of personal victory stands apart from the overwhelming
individualistic tendencies in U.S. culture and challenges the “me-first”
cultural mentality.
A revival of self-surrender prompts a community-oriented focus,
enabling the church to be renewed by the unique and powerful
experience of humility. Azusa Street participants, in their own way,
pressed the social boundaries of their time. The current era is an age of
greater awareness of who “thy neighbor” is; therefore, the ramifications
of being mute on such matters would not only be detrimental to the
future of Pentecostalism but to the whole body of Christ. This study
invites further exploration of the meaning of a victorious life, all aspects
of the cross, and its implications for humanity. Bartleman succinctly
expresses this need when he says, “As thy cross, so will thy Pentecost be.
God’s way to Pentecost was via Calvary.” 98
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Reviews
Pneumatology and Union: John Calvin and the Pentecostals. By
Peter Ross. Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publishing, 2019. 264 pp.
Peter Ross believes Pentecostalism must deepen its theology to remain
strong and healthy for the future (ix). This concern motivated him to
write this text, which is a revision of his doctoral dissertation at the
University of Ontago. Ross orchestrates a conversation between John
Calvin and Pentecostals to demonstrate the similarities in their
pneumatologies. He identifies three similarities—the assurance of faith,
providence and guidance, and justification—which he discusses in this
text.
Ross provides a thorough summary of pneumatology and union
from Calvin’s and the Pentecostal perspectives to initiate the
conversation. For Calvin, any good the believer produces is a direct work
of the Spirit’s invisible and secret influence upon the individual (x). The
Spirit is not known through direct experience but rather by faith and by
observing the effects of the Spirit in the church and the individual’s life
(3). Ross emphasizes union as a vital component for Calvin, for through
it, believers possess the benefits of the Father bestowed upon them
through Christ. Union is a work of the Spirit who is understood to be the
bond by “which Christ effectually unites us to himself” (19). In Calvin’s
soteriology, all aspects of the believer’s union with Christ, beginning with
faith, are established through the Spirit. This union allows participation
in God, but, contrary to Pentecostalism, there is no overt experience of
the Spirit in this union. Participation is only by faith alone, which is
established and maintained through the reading and preaching of
Scripture.
A substantial distinction from Calvin’s pneumatology in Pentecostal
theology is the Spirit’s overt and prominent role in the believer’s life and
experience of God. Rather than being hidden and operating in the
believer’s life secretly, the Holy Spirit is visible and brings the believer
into union with Christ and the triune fellowship of God. The Pentecostal
concept of union is a trinitarian revelation fitting within the Eastern
Church’s concept of the Trinity, which gives the Spirit an equal role with
the Father and the Son in function. This contrasts with Calvin’s Western
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view, which perceives the Spirit to play more of a muted part operating
as the bond of love between the Father and Son and functioning more
passively (75). Nevertheless, both Calvin and Pentecostals believe the
Spirit facilitates Christ’s union with the believer.
Ross gives much attention to Spirit baptism, which is the primary
distinguishing attribute of Pentecostalism. He prefers the term Spirit
release as a compromise for explaining the overt Pentecostal experience
of the Holy Spirit. Ross prefers the term because it “moves away from
any idea that the Spirit is internalized for the believer in a new and
different way from the initial indwelling upon conversion. Rather, the
already indwelling Spirit is ‘released’ within the believer with his
cooperation so that something new and phenomenal occurs within and
for the believer” (81). Ross’s definition is similar to Calvin’s in that the
Spirit is at work within the believer before conversion, upon conversion,
and in bringing the believer into union with God, but it does not
minimize the experience of the Spirit as a unique and distinct
component of Pentecostalism. Ross’s terminology aims to bridge a gap
between the two schools of thought.
In Pentecostal pneumatology, the Spirit is directly known by the
believer, while the Spirit also reveals God’s fullness in the Father and the
Son. The perichoresis makes it impossible to encounter one hypostasis
and not the others simultaneously. The Pentecostal assurance of faith is
more than an ecstatic encounter with the Spirit alone; it is the “selfauthentication of God who is Father, Son, and Spirit and who reveals
Godself as such in Spirit release” (128). While Calvin’s pneumatology
would not give room for a direct encounter with the Spirit, one can still
find a similarity, for Calvin would agree that the Spirit’s influence leads
to more illumination of the Father and the Son and the triune God’s
saving action for the believer (128).
In his chapter titled “Providence and Guidance,” Ross acknowledges
the difficulty of bridging the gap between Calvin and Pentecostals. While
both recognize God’s sovereignty, Calvin’s view is more drastic in how
this plays out regarding God’s involvement in causing both good and
evil. Ross argues this vividness can serve to offer a healthy corrective to
Pentecostal thought, which sometimes considers participation in God to
exist for the support and benefit of the believer rather than the purpose
of God (171). For both Calvin and Pentecostals, God’s providence is
undeterred even if the pathway toward his final purpose in the lives of
individuals is perceived differently.
In the area of justification, Ross explores the work of Frank Macchia
and Amos Yong, who view justification as a pneumatological event in
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contrast to Calvin’s Christological perspective. Pentecostals perceive it is
through the resurrection of Jesus that we are justified (Rom 4:25), but it
is the Spirit who raised Jesus from the dead (Rom 8:11). Therefore, the
Spirit facilitates justification. Ross argues this may not be far from
Calvin’s theology as Calvin acknowledges the full participation of the
Trinity in justification. According to Calvin, Christ is not acting in
isolation in the work of justification. Instead, Christ’s work includes the
Father and the Spirit. For Calvin, the believer is justified by being
brought into union with Christ by the Spirit (208). After careful analysis,
Ross suggests that the pneumatological view of justification presented by
Macchia may be an extension of Calvin’s theology (210). This
demonstrates the eagerness of Ross to bridge the gap between
Pentecostals and the historical roots of Christian thought to balance and
fortify the development of global Pentecostal theology.
In conclusion, Peter Ross orchestrates a systematic and detailed
conversation between Calvin and Pentecostals. He identified similarities
between these two highly differentiated branches of Christian thought.
Ross demonstrated that they both share outcomes in theological thought
despite polarized starting points, especially regarding the operation of
the Spirit in the life of the believer. The academic nature of the text
makes it most relevant for scholars and theologians. The book is arduous
reading, which is unfortunate as the content could expand the horizon of
theological thought in pastors and lay leaders as it offers an invitation to
go beyond the denominational boundaries of theological training. Ross
incites Pentecostal leaders to humbly embrace the historical root system
of Christian thought to identify and embrace affinities in the work of
developing a global Pentecostal theology.
Audrey McCormick is the Co-Lead Senior Pastor at Sanctuary Ministries
Church in Concord, California, USA, as well as the Community Educator
for Options Health, Concord, California. She is a Ph.D. student in
Theology at Oral Roberts University, Tulsa, Oklahoma, USA.
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A Pentecostal Commentary on Revelation (Pentecostal Old
Testament and New Testament Commentaries). By Jon K. Newton.
Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2021. 426 pp.
The Pentecostal Old and New Testament Commentary series gives voice
to lesser-known Pentecostal scholarly efforts even as the movement
expands globally. This series reaches beyond existing scholarship to
contribute a uniquely Pentecostal perspective. It appeals to various
audiences, from astute laypeople to pastors to serious Bible students.
Jon Newton (Ph.D. Deakin University) of Alphacrucis College is wellpublished in the genre of Apocalyptic Studies from the perspective of a
Pentecostal hermeneutic.
In A Pentecostal Commentary on Revelation, Newton provides
background material relevant to Revelation that helps distinguish the
commentary’s tone. He offers a significant introduction for the book in
terms of quality and quantity, writing in an engaging and easy-tounderstand style that creates accessibility for readers from both ends of
the target audience. In doing so, he covers the scope of possibilities,
treating each view fairly while usually adopting a pragmatic perspective
that does not overly limit interpretation. The question of dating, which is
often a tell of the interpreter’s disposition, is one example. Here, Newton
is reluctant to provide a conclusive and precise hypothesis, stating that
no interpretive endeavor should be dependent on dating. Authorship
offers another source of determining Newton’s pragmatic disposition.
Newton assumes the Apostle John is the author while simultaneously
acknowledging the complications of that position. However, he
appropriately bases no primary exegetical conclusions on the
assumption of authorship. A further example of Newton’s pragmatic
approach is found in terms of purpose. While he surveys the various
theories, he argues that Revelation was written for discipleship,
accommodating a broad scope.
Equally informative is Newton’s fine survey of Revelation’s various
schools of interpretation. He addresses futurism, which he
subcategorizes into multiple tribulation theories, and he summarizes the
historicist view. Newton then presents varied preterist interpretations
categorized according to their focus on Jerusalem, Rome, and
postmodern and rhetorical thought. Finally, he describes the idealist or
“spiritual” view of the apocalyptic writings. While he engages each
section critically, he does so without discernable bias, remarking on the
benefits and limitations of these readings.
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Newton frames together principles for interpreting Revelation,
which again attests to his pragmatic and compelling style. The first
principle is that Revelation’s message was for the first-century church,
yet the content remains applicable to Christians in all eras. Secondly,
Revelation is about the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy, enabled
by the work of Christ through his life, death, and resurrection, which
provides the restoration of Israel. Third, Revelation is about the
completion of God’s redemptive plan for all creation. Newton remains
grounded in principles from this hermeneutical framework while
avoiding unnecessary and spectacular readings of Revelation. Beyond
these interpretive principles, Newton employs specific methods that
guide the interpretation. These include the historical context, the
apocalyptic narrative, the original audience in an illiterate and oral
world, its engagement with Old Testament themes, and Pentecostal
theology.
The question inevitably arises as to how a Pentecostal reading
enhances the narrative. To Newton, a Pentecostal reading of Revelation
is “sympathetic and literal,” meaning that the tradition affirms a high
view of Scripture; therefore, the canonical book is seen as being reliable,
trustworthy, and inspired by the Holy Spirit. Naturally, Pentecostals will
give increased attention to the person, role, and work of the Holy Spirit,
perhaps making a unique contribution in this regard as applied to
Revelation. Newton also identifies the “full” gospel—specifically, Jesus as
Savior, Sanctifier, Healer, Baptizer in the Spirit, and Coming King—as
having an integral role in the hermeneutical application of Revelation.
An additional way that a Pentecostal reading of the text will influence
interpreters, according to Newton, is the act of Pentecost itself. The
broader implications of the Pentecost event include many eschatological
ideas, not merely theories regarding Jesus’ return, but the rich concepts
of the kingship of Jesus and the recreation of the heavens and earth.
Finally, permeating Newton’s pragmatic approach to the text is an
intentional reading that ensures practical application. Newton insists
that the liturgy of praise and worship is a critical component throughout
the book. As committed as Newton is to read the text within his
Pentecostal paradigm, he still articulates the imperative to engage in
broader traditions.
Newton’s commentary is an informed approach with vibrant
elements from his tradition that align with broader hermeneutical
principles. He blends the practical and pastoral alongside the academic.
Newton makes an effort not to exclude readers from outside the
Pentecostal tradition and avoids creating a dichotomy between a Jewish
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and Gentile first audience. Instead, he focuses on Revelation’s universal
value to all Christians from the first decades of writing to contemporary
audiences. He espouses a high Christology and pneumatology. He
believes redemption and discipleship are crucial principles in the text.
This commentary is hardly a stand-alone, which is a nearly impossible
task for the book of Revelation. However, the limitations of this
commentary are compensated by the eclectic blend employed by the
author. This commentary will complement many Pentecostal pastors’
and students’ collections on the topic.
Michael Blythe is a pastor and a Ph.D. candidate at South Africa
Theological Seminary in Sandton, Gauteng, South Africa.
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A Theology of Hope: Contextual Perspectives in Korean
Pentecostalism. By Sang Yun Lee. Baguio City, Philippines: Asia Pacific
Theological Seminary Press, 2018. xiv + 271 pp.
Sang Yun Lee teaches at Hansei University in Korea. This book is a
published version of the Ph.D. dissertation he wrote at the University of
Birmingham, UK. Lee’s book offers unique insight into the social and
cultural context in which Pastor David Yonggi Cho’s teaching became a
movement within Korea. Lee examines the Threefold Blessings taught by
Pastor David Yonggi Cho—salvation, financial prosperity, and healing—as
a contextual hope in the Korean Pentecostal context. Lee argues that since
the Threefold Blessings emerged in the middle of the twentieth century
and some decades have passed, it needs to be re-examined,
recontextualized, and reapplied to be relevant to Korean Pentecostals in
their contemporary context.
The book’s first section discusses the Threefold Blessings in the
Korean context. The next seven chapters provide an overview of the
history of Korean Pentecostalism. Lee notes how most Koreans suffered
severe poverty and sickness after the Korean War. Lee states that the
message of the Threefold Blessings became an effective contextualizing
means of bringing Pentecostalism into Korea. Pentecostalism
numerically and spiritually multiplied in Korea as a result (69). The text
provides a thorough discussion on the Threefold Blessings. Lee extends
the discussion on the Threefold Blessing beyond only interacting with
Moltmann’s theology of hope, which developed in Germany after World
War Two, to show the Threefold Blessing’s contribution towards church
growth (109). Lee argues that Korea was one of the strongest Buddhist
and Confucian countries in Asian history. Still, Lee states that due to
Korean disillusionment with Buddhism and Confucianism, “Christianity
and Pentecostalism grew remarkably as a source of hope in desperate
and confusing situations” (155). Lee concludes the book by arguing that
the Threefold Blessings must continue to be contextualized to survive in
Korea’s evolving society, politics, and economics (187).
A Theology of Hope wrestles with contextual issues in Korean
Pentecostalism, successfully moving the discussion from Westerncentric to Korean theological dynamics. The book also considers the
negative and the positive aspects of Threefold Blessing theology. Readers
looking for a set of principles for the Threefold Blessing will not find easy
answers in this book. Readers who will benefit from A Theology of Hope
include those who want to understand Korean Pentecostalism better,
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those interested in contextual perspectives, and those wanting to think
about a theology of hope through an Eastern lens rather than an
exclusively Western one.
One weakness of this book is that the data presented represents a
specific case study of Yonggi Cho and Yoido Full Gospel Church that
does not correspond to all other ministries in Korea. Korean
Pentecostalism is highly diverse. Some Christians are based in
international denominations, while others prioritize the local church as
self-governing and self-theologizing. Overall, this book deserves
widespread attention, especially from the Western theological
community. The book is a Korean theology of the Threefold Blessing,
from the church growth perspective and as a theology of hope.
Robert S. Oh is Visiting Scholar at Cambodia Presbyterian Theological
Institute in Phnom Penh, Cambodia.
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Quoting Corinthians. By Edward Watson and Martin Culy. Eugene,
OR: Pickwick Publications, 2018. 171 pp.
We notice quotation marks everywhere in the English language. When a
person speaks, we place quotation marks around the words. This action
in our writing is a way to be exact. Though many people believe that the
Koine Greek of the New Testament is precise, our modern view of
meticulous punctuation is lost because the ancient languages did not
assign quotation marks in the documents. So as scholars began to notice
what they considered to be slogans in the Corinthian letters, a study of
their purpose commenced.
Edward Watson and Martin Culy collaborate in Quoting
Corinthians, identifying eleven slogans that the apostle Paul utilizes with
the Corinthian assembly to address the church’s issues. Biblical scholars
agree that Paul directly answers specific questions presented by insiders
from the church, and thus, he attempts to answer their concerns in his
first canonical letter to Corinth. A conversation transpires in the
Corinthian correspondence, but we only hear one side.
The volume opens in chapter 2 with a description of the historical
situation. First Corinthians contains well-known maxims called slogans.
Paul’s opponents coined a handful of these slogans. Commentators have
studied the slogans, especially those attributed to Paul’s rivals in the
Corinthian assembly. Watson and Culy write that “there is a significant
scholarly consensus regarding the existence of the Corinthians’ slogans
in Paul’s letter, but widespread agreement on where quotations occur
and where possible quotes begin and end is still lacking” (38). Indeed, an
observant scholar assumes from reading the letter that the apostle’s
relationship with the church was both a labor of love yet filled with
conflict.
After founding the congregation, Paul moved from Corinth (Acts
18:18). Parishioners kept him up to date on the status of the church,
commenting on the factions (1 Cor 1), sexual issues (1 Cor 6), and
inquiries about the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 11). Amid the questions brought
to his attention, the apostle engages with their problems, utilizing the
Corinthians’ dictums and sayings. Paul, a master of the rhetorical
method of ancient Hellenistic society, countered many of their ideas with
their own words in subtle and not so subtle ways.
Watson and Culy mention in chapter 3 the practice of Paul’s diatribe
as “the rhetoric of refutation in which the author addresses real or
anticipated false positions and corrects them” (27). This method of
diatribe assisted their investigation in discovering where the apostle
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quoted the Corinthians. Additionally, Paul references Old Testament
scripture and a Greek comic poet, Menandes (fourth country BCE), “Bad
company corrupts good morals” (1 Cor 15:33). In this fashion, 1
Corinthians contains numerous quotations, both from the people and
other sources (though he did not cite the sources of his quotations).
In chapter 5, titled “Reconstructing Corinthian Slogans and
Quotations,” the authors offer a helpful twelve-step program. This
process identified quotations in the New Testament and assisted with the
work in 1 Corinthians. These twelve steps involve the hermeneutical
principles of context, grammar, rhetoric, and prior scholarly study.
Furthermore, the authors employ “a representative sample of the ten
English translations and fifteen commentators for each passage” (42–
43). With this methodology in mind, they discovered slogans in these
eleven passages (1 Cor 1:12; 6:12, 13–14, 18; 7:1; 8:1, 4, 8; 10:23; 14:21–
25, 33b–35).
Chapters 6–10 unpack the specific topics of sexuality, community,
speaking in tongues, and women in the church. Each chapter engages
with these topics using the twelve-step hermeneutical process. Each
chapter concludes with the theological ramifications of that specific
scriptural text. Consequently, Paul takes the Corinthian slogans and
states his own position. The apostle’s work was a marvelous method to
refute the errors in the Corinthians’ thoughts.
Chapter 4, “Quotations in Greek Grammar and in Paul’s Letters,” is
a valuable resource for locating the slogans. Yet, one question the
authors did not answer was the role of Bible translations. For example,
the NIV and NLT show a slogan by employing quotation marks and
including the phrase “you say.” This phrase is not in the Greek text. The
ESV and NRSV include quotation marks but do not have “you say.”
Other translations vary with their use of quotation marks and the
inclusion of a “you say” phrase to clarify the text. I am not arguing
against the book’s premise or the scholarly interpretation of what
happened in Corinth. Instead, my question is: how does one discern a
quotation from a literal translation as compared to a dynamic
equivalence translation or paraphrase? From my perspective, I would
find the preciseness of a quotation hard to judge in a dynamic
equivalence or paraphrase version. As a result, in unearthing slogans,
one becomes subjective about what is or is not a slogan. Placing English
grammar on the Greek text creates personal decisions that can be
interpreted differently in our current theological environment.
In conclusion, I believe that Quoting Corinthians is a useful
resource for study of 1 Corinthians for scholars, students, and ministers
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as we interpret these intriguing sections of holy writ. Watson and Culy
reveal how Paul engaged with the Corinthian believers and the slogans of
the world of their day to correct their theological ideas and spread the
message of the cross (1 Cor 1:18) in their Greco-Roman world.
Cletus L. Hull, III, is an Assistant Adjunct Professor of Biblical Studies, Oral
Roberts University, Tulsa, Oklahoma, USA. He is also Senior Minister of
Trinity United Christian Church, Lower Burrell, Pennsylvania, USA.
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